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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The following study was designed to exaxnine items from a set of K-I2 teacher evaluation 
instruments. The results of this study can be added to two decades of research by the School 
Improvement Model Center at Iowa State University. This center has focused on validating and 
improving these instruments as part of a total systems approach to teacher performance 
evaluation. 
Introduction 
More than a decade of school reform has resulted in significant changes in teacher 
evaluation. A pivotal report, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century (Carnegie Forum 
on Education and the Economy, 1986), concluded that high quality teachers are critical to high 
quality student learning. Since the publication of this, and other major reports of the mid '80s, 
many of which urmerved the educational community with their findings, efforts have been made 
to improve teacher evaluation. Changes have occurred at all levels of teacher evaluation, from 
altered criteria for admission into teacher preparation programs, to new standards for preservice 
performance, to heightened licensure and certification requirements, to broadened methods for 
evaluating inservice teachers (Airasian, 1997). At the core of these reform efforts in teacher 
evaluation is the belief that teachers make a d^erence. 
National Board for Prnfessinnal Tftac.hinp .SranHarHs 
Concomitant with these trends in teacher evaluation is a growing interest in what teachers 
should know and be able to do, especially for those teachers who specialize in a particular subject 
area. Today's educational climate, with its emphasis on inquiry-based instruction, state and 
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national standards, and multiple data accountability systems, has caused educators to reconsider 
the mix of skills and attributes that competent teachers must possess (Gross, 1997), and 
researchers to refocus their efforts on teaching behaviors, attimdes, content knowledge, and 
pedagogical skills. 
A leading recommendation from A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century 
(Carnegie Fonrai on Education and the Economy, 1986) called for a National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards, and in 1990 the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards (NBPTS) was created. The mission of the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards is to establish high and rigorous standards for what accomplished teachers should know 
and be able to do, to develop and operate a national voluntary system to assess and certify 
teachers who meet these standards, and to advance related education reforms for the purpose of 
improving student learning in American schools (National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards, 1997). Given today's educational climate and the establishment of the NBPTS, it is 
self-evident that the teaching focus should be a major component to educational reform. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem for this smdy was to analyze smdent feedback items from four (K-2, 3-5, 
6-8, and 9-12) teacher evaluation instruments in anticipation of imcovering specific dimensions 
or domains of teaching. These items were measured against smdent achievement scores from 
criterion-referenced tests in reading, language arts, and mathematics to determine which 
instructional behaviors are associated with high smdent achievement. And finally, this study 
developed and tested additional items that best reflect exemplary teaching practices in reading, 
language arts, and mathematics instruction. The new items were written with the expectation that 
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these teaching practices promote higher-order thinking and learning among students in the three 
core subject areas. 
Danielson (1996), in her framework for teaching, identifies four domains of teaching 
responsibilities. These are (a) planning and preparation; (b) classroom environment; 
(c) instruction, and (d) professional responsibilities. In a smdy by Dietz (1996), three dimensions 
of teaching were identified as a result of a factor analysis conducted on the 9-12 smdent feedback 
instrument. The domains identified from Dietz's smdy are (a) smdent/teacher interaction, (b) 
teacher organization, and (c) the use of supplementary provisions. The multidimensionality of 
teaching described by both Danielson and Dietz were used to analyze the results from the current 
smdy. 
Purposes of the Smdy 
The overall purpose of the smdy is to improve the diagnostic capability of smdent feedback 
instruments, making them appropriate to use in the evaluation of teachers who specialize in 
reading, language arts, and mathematics instruction at the K-12 level. Teachers who are willing 
to receive feedback from their smdents can use the diagnostic properties of the instruments to 
modify and improve their teaching behaviors and instructional skills in the three content areas. 
More specifically, this smdy will: 
1. draw conclusions as to the potential impact of using revised and/or modified teacher 
feedback instniments for more accurate teacher evaluation as well as for an indicator of 
smdent learning; 
2. provide the education community with pertinent information on smdent achievement 
and teacher performance evaluation which is necessary to facilitate current school 
reform efforts; and 
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3. increase accountability by making a connection between the evaluation of teachers 
measured against how well smdents are learning in reading, language arts, and 
mathematics. 
Objectives of the Smdy 
The objectives of this smdy were to 1) factor analyze items from four (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 
9-12) smdent feedback instruments to determine if item variables from each of the instruments 
cluster around common subscale factors; 2) determine if a relationship exists between items from 
each of the instnmients and student achievement scores in three subject areas; reading, language 
arts, and mathematics; 3) identify additional teaching behaviors and practices associated with 
effective mathematics, reading, and language arts instruction and create new items; and 4) pilot 
test the new items for reliability and discrimination. 
Research Questions 
This study is directed by the following questions: 
la. Will the 20 items from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
lb. Will the 20 items from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
Ic. Will the 20 items from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
Id. Will the 20 items from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
2a. Will factor subscales from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
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2b. Will factor subscales from the 3-5 stodent feedback instrument be sutistically reliable? 
2c. Will factor subscales from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
2d. Will factor subscales from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
3a. Will there be an association between items from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
3b. Will there be an association between items from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
3c. Will there be an association between items from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
3d. Will there be an association between items from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
4a. Will the modified and/or new items from the K-2 instrument be statistically reliable and 
discriminating (ability to sort)? 
4b. WiU the modified and/or new items from the 3-5 instrument be sutistically reliable and 
discriminating (ability to sort)? 
4c. Will the modified and/or new items from the 6-8 language arts instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
4d. Will the modified and/or new items from the 6-8 mathematics instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
4e. Will the modified and/or new items from the 9-12 language arts instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
4f. Will the modified and/or new items from the 9-12 mathematics instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
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H)^otheses to be Tested 
The research hypotheses for the study are indicated by the following statements: 
la. There is an association of each item from the K-2 student feedback instrument to student 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
lb. There is an association of each item from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument to smdent 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
Ic. There is an association of each item from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument to smdent 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
Id. There is an association of each item from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument to smdent 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
2a. Each item from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument will be discriminating (ability to sort). 
2b. Each item from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument will be discriminating (ability to sort). 
2c. Each item from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument will be discriminating (ability to sort). 
2d. Each item from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument will be discriminating (ability to sort). 
Assumptions for the Study 
The research assimiptions for this smdy are the following: 
1. Teacher ratings instruments were administered and data collected according to the 
guidelines established by the School Improvement Model Projects Office and Iowa State 
University. 
2. The participants for this study answered honestly and truthfully. 
3. Scores are normally distributed. 
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4. Instrument items reflect effective teaching practices as developed and refined by 
researchers Hidlebaugh (1973), Judkins (1987), Weber (1992), Omotani (1992), Wilcox 
(1995), and Wilkerson (1997). 
5. Teaching is a complex task. 
6. The act of teaching is multidimensional. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Confitmarnry Analysis- A factor analysis in which specific expectations concerning the 
number of factors and their loadings are tested on sample data. 
2. Discriminating Item: An item which identifies high teacher performance from that of 
average and low performance. An instrument item is considered to be most effective when 
it has a high level of item discrimination. 
3. Effective Tnsmiction: Performance behavior resulting in high-gain teaching and higher-
order thinking. 
4. Exploratory Analvsis: A factor analysis which is mainly used as a means of exploring the 
underlying factor structure without prior specification of number of factors and their 
loadings. 
5. Feedback: Information received about performance. 
6. Miiltidimensinnalitv: The many differem aspects of teaching which smdent rating 
instruments measure. 
7. Norm: The assembled performance summaries of a group. 
8. Rater: One who uses the instrument to give feedback. 
9. Ratine: Assigning an estimate of the degree to which a behavior has been exhibited by a 
student teacher dtiring classroom instruction. 
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10. Reliability: When raters of a particular teacher consistently rate an individual on a 
particular item in the same way. 
11. School Improvement Model (SIM): The School Improvement Model has evolved from a 
concept for improving K-12 school systems to a permanent center in the College of 
Education at Iowa State University. The SIM office supports school improvement efforts 
nationwide through curriculum and assessment development and performance evaluation 
seminars, literature, and direct assistance. The SIM office has a substantial focus on both 
curriculum and assessment, and performance evaluation systems development. 
12. Self-evaluation: Making a value judgment concerning the worth or value of one's own 
performance. 
13. SIM Smdent Feedback-InstnimenL';: Questionnaires designed to have smdents rate specified 
behaviors of their teachers at the K-12 level. 
14. Validitv: The concept that the items measure what they purpon to measure. 
15. 360°* Feedback: Refers to the use of multiple data sources to provide feedback about an 
individual's job performance. The term "360°® Feedback" is a registered trademark of 
Teams, Inc. 
Delimitations of the Smdy 
This investigation was limited by the following: 
1. The data for this smdy were collected in September 1997 from K-12 smdents, principals, 
and teachers from Lincoln Coimty School District No.l in Kemmerer, Wyoming; and in 
May 1998 from two Iowa school districts. Northeast Hamilton and East Marshall. 
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2. Student rating scores in grades K-5 cannot be used for those statistical analyses which look 
for achievement relationships by subject. These students have the same teacher for all 
subjects. 
3. The findings of previous research conducted by Hidlebaugh (1973), Judkins (1987), 
Omotani (1993), Weber (1993), Wilcox (1995), Dietz (1996), and Wilkerson (1997), 
which refined the feedback instruments as to the validity, reliability and item 
discrimination, were accepted for the purposes of this investigation. 
Human Subjects Approval 
In efforts to ensure that the rights and welfare of the subjects participating in research are 
adequately protected, the Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research reviewed this project and concluded that confidentiality was assured and the potential 
benefits through increased knowledge were appropriate. The study was conducted so that no 
emotional risks or risks to self-esteem were present. Modified informed consent to participants was 
assumed by those volxmtarily completing and returning the feedback instrument. See Appendix A. 
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CHAPTER n. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
O -wad some Pow'r the g^e gie us 
To see oursels as others see us! 
Roben Bums, 1786 
The essence of this study is to examine the "multidimensionality" of smdent rating 
instruments, that is, the many different aspects of teaching wliich smdent rating instruments 
measure. This smdy is also concerned with how each of the items from a set of K-12 student 
feedback questionnaires relate to smdent learning by subject. Instruments which contain generic 
criteria are used by all teachers regardless of the subject they teach or grade level. However, 
instruments which contain subject-specific criteria reflect instructional practices indicative of 
content teaching. For example a second grade reading teacher will exhibit teaching behaviors and 
enaploy teaching techniques different from those of a high school trigonometry teacher. Both 
generic and subject-specific smdent feedback items have been used for this investigation. 
Therefore, this literature review focuses on current school reform efforts as they pertain to 
teacher performance evaluation. More specifically, categories discussed include smdent feedback, 
preservice and inservice teacher evaluation, teacher self-evaluation, the use of multiple 
appraisers, and teaching behaviors/practices related to effective mathematics, language arts, and 
reading instruction. 
A major portion of the review focused on summarizing the research on smdent ratings of 
teachers. There is a well-established body of research using smdent ratings at the university level 
and a growing body of research on this subject at the K-12 level. In fact, Cashin (1995) reports 
that there are more than 1,500 references dealing with research on student evaluation of teaching 
beginning with Costin, Greenough, and Menges (1971) to the present. This review of literature 
highlights only benchmark smdies relating to smdent feedback. 
The review process initially began by conducting searches using Iowa State University's 
library resources and including Scholar and Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC). 
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This was followed by identifying relevant articles contained in bibliographies of prior research 
studies, accessing the Dissertation Abstracts, Educational Administration Abstracts, and by 
utilizing the World Wide Web and other Internet links to access various information sites. 
Limitations of the search procedure include no systemic smdy of sources outside of the United 
States. 
School Reform; Trends and Issues 
The nation has been struggling to improve public education since the days of the Horn 
Book. National commission reports published in the early 1980s sounded a reveille that roused the 
nation, in awareness of, and to address, the crisis in education. These smdies of American public 
education, in a sobering tone, concluded that public schools have failed the most basic educational 
mandate of any democracy: to provide equiuble preparation for, and equal opportunity in, 
society. It is this basic failure which has led to a cacophony of voices demanding educational 
reform. In spite of more than a decade of intense school reform, Toch (1991) concludes that, 
.. .on balance, the reform movement is failing. Despite a plethora of significant 
reforms in public education, national and international assessments suggest that 
attainment of advanced academic skills continues to elude the vast majority of 
smdents. (p. 4) 
The effort to reform public education is very important to the nation's economic and social 
well-being. As the nation moves into the post-indxistrial information age, more and more well-
educated workers are needed. According to Capper and Jamison (1993), the most insistent voice 
calling for educational reform has come from the business world. The lack of basic skills in the 
workplace by high school graduates has conq)elled industry to reeducate employees at great costs. 
When businesses are forced to teach basic work skills to high school gradtiates, "the gnashing of 
teeth emanating &om corporate boardrooms is not difficult to understand" (Capper & Jamison, 
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1993, p. 25). It is under these conditions that business leaders have joined in the movement to 
reform public schools. 
Three waves of educarinnal reform 
Many educators have quietly lamented over the fact that teaching has not always been the 
center of attention when it came to reform. Instead of being the linchpin of reform efforts, 
teaching was often ignored (National Commission on Teaching and America's Future, 1996). The 
attempt to resolve the crisis in public school education caused three waves of reform movements, 
each with a different focus. The first wave of educational reform focused on the smdent. 
Policymakers were persuaded to make traditional academic subjects a higher priority in the 
nation's public high schools and to get tough on attendance. The result was that virtually all states 
raised their graduation requirements while the dropout rate increased. 
The second wave centered more on teacher preparation and compensation. This reform 
movement has been characterized by a societal call for teacher accountability in an effort to 
improve student learning. In its wake, the movement has encouraged a renewed interest in teacher 
evaluation. Again, the focus was more on the evaluator, instruments, and/or models, and less on 
the evaluatee. 
Wave three is the most recent attempt to improve public school education. This movement 
centers on standards-based curriculum renewal and alignment. Curriculum alignment comes from 
four sources: national standards, state standards, the table of specifications for a school's norm-
referenced, standardized tests of choice, and local needs. 
With three waves of reforms currendy underway, it indeed seemed that a critical element of 
the education equation was left out: teaching. Therefore, the current smdy combines the reform 
efforts of waves two and three with research on teaching to modify criteria on existing teacher 
evaluation instrument criteria that measures both general and subject-specific classroom behaviors 
and instructional performance. 
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Student feedback 
A major focus of this study is the use of student feedback of teacher classroom 
performance. Using feedback from students about a teacher's performance is viewed as an 
important source of information regarding performance evaluation. An increasing number of 
writers propose using these data (Aleamoni, 1987; Weber, 1992; Omotani, 1993; McKeachie, 
1994; Scriven, 1994; Cashin, 1995; Manatt, 1997). 
Teacher self-feedback 
Another form of evaluation at the K-12 level is teacher self-feedback. Teachers as 
reflective practitioners has increasingly become a topic of interest, along with a growing 
perception of teaching as a profession. Kremer-Hayon (1993) mainrains that "only recently has 
teaching been divorced from the rigorous criteria of professionalism that have been defined by 
sociologists by which occupations, including teaching, were judged to be professional" (p. viii). 
The work of Schon (1983) in which he developed the concepts of reflective practitioners and of 
epistemology of practice, and that of Shulman (1988) in which he developed the concept of 
pedagogical knowledge, has contributed to the perception of teaching as a profession of unique 
expertise. The shift in the perception of teaching as a profession turns a part of the evaluation role 
over to the teacher. 
There is a need for the teacher to do self-evaluation. Teachers who strive for accountability 
must create for themselves an ongoing activity of evaluation, and thus provide continuous 
feedback for self-improvement and professional development (Kremer-Hayon, 1993). 
Multjple-appraisers 
Iowa State University's School Improvement Model (SIM) Total Performance Evaluation 
System has focused on using multiple data sets in teacher evaluation for over twenty years. 
Hidlebaugh (1973) created a model system using a multiple-appraiser approach. Judkins (1987), 
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Omotani (1992), and Weber (1992) furthered this work by refining valid, reliable, and 
discriminating smdent feedback instruments for the total teacher evaluation system. Wilkerson 
(1994) established a norm base so that students' mean score ratings of teacher performance can be 
utilized for comparison purposes. Wilcox (1995) linked smdents' feedback of teacher performance 
to teachers' self-evaluation and correlated both with principals' evaluation. 
Dietz (1996) conducted a factor analysis of the 20 items from the 9-12 teacher evaluation 
sinrvey developed by the School Improvement Model research team and has found three distinct 
cluster-groups. And most recently, Wilkerson (1997) compared smdent ratings of teachers, 
teachers' self-ratings, and the principal's ratings of the teachers including the summative 
evaluation report, and correlated all of these with scores from criterion-referenced measures tests 
in reading, language arts, and math. He found significant positive correlations between overall 
smdent ratings of their teachers and smdent achievement in the three subject areas of reading, 
language arts, and mathematics. 
This factor analytic smdy combines the research efforts of Dietz (1996) and the 
recommendations from Wilkerson's (1997) smdy to determine what aspects of teaching a set of 
K-12 smdent feedback instruments are measuring. That is, this smdy examines the 
multidimensional properties of existing smdent feedback instruments in order to enhance the 
diagnostic use, and value, of the instruments. 
In light of past and current research efforts which focus on improving process and product, 
teacher performance is considered an essential means for in:q)roving smdent learning. Smdent 
feedback and self-evaluation which are components of a total systems approach to teacher 
evaluation, though controversial, are gaining increasing support. And finally, there is growing 
recommendation for use of multiple feedback approaches for teacher evaluation. No single source 
of data is sufficient when making a valid judgmem about overall teaching effectiveness (Cashin, 
1995). 
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Reform in Teacher Education 
Criticism had been directed toward the preparation of professional educators for quite some 
time (Toch, 1991). The 1980s triggered a plethora of reports charging that American public 
schools were ineffective, often teachers were blamed. These research efforts introduced a 
multitude of issues relating to the restructuring of schools and reform in teacher education. 
Gaining the most attention was A Nation at Risk (1983), a report by the National Commission on 
Excellence in Education which challenged the educational community to upgrade the quality of 
education, and recommended an emphasis on the preparation and retention of quality teachers. In 
1986, two major reports were released that directed attention toward teacher education and the 
reform of the teaching profession in general. These were the Carnegie Forum on Education and 
the Economy, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century: The Report of the Task Force on 
Teaching as a Profession, and the Holmes Group, Tomorrow's Teachers. In 1990, Goodlad 
reported on a study of the "education of educators" from which emerged Teachers for our 
Nation's Schools. This report focused on the need to build a core of competent and committed 
teachers as a first step toward reform in education. 
The purpose of teacher education programs is to provide professional preparation for 
prospective teachers. The emphasis is on school curriculum, the development of instructional 
strategies, and the learning of basic competencies (Morin, 1993). However, most teacher 
education programs have limited class time to help student teachers "polish" their skills. 
Consequently, a major part of the professional development of teachers is their field experience 
(Zahorik, 1988; Freiberg & Waxman, 1988). 
Although student teaching is seen as being helpful by teachers and also by teacher 
educators, the support is not unanimous (Zahorik, 1988). In fact. Griffin et al. (1983) sees no 
reason to believe that student teaching as currently practiced is an effective way to educate 
teachers. Furthermore, Lanier and Little (1986) believe that student teaching produces 
conservatism. Even Dewey (1904) warned that an overemphasis on practice could lead to the 
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unquestioned acceptance of the cooperating teachers' techniques and away from the development 
of reflective inquiry. 
The ambivalence that exists toward student teaching can potentially hinder effective 
feedback and supervision regarding preservice instructional practice. A better understanding of 
the conflicting views between those who support student teaching and those who consider it an 
obstruction can be gained by analyzing the conflicting roles and relationship of the university 
supervisor and cooperating teacher. 
Student teacher supervision 
Evaluation of smdent teachers is an integral part of any teacher preparation program. The 
issue of providing effective feedback and supervision regarding preservice instructional 
effectiveness, therefore, is an important area of concern (Freiberg & Waxman, 1988; Richardson-
Koehler, 1988; Zahorik, 1988). Typically, the two major sources of feedback to the student 
teacher are the cooperating teacher and the university supervisor. These two individuals are the 
supervisory dyad. However, the nature of their feedback to the smdent teacher is very often 
inconsistent and based more on personality and appearance than on distinct professional 
competencies (Griffin et al., 1983; Wheeler & Knoop, 1982). 
The roles of the cooperating teacher and the university supervisor are ambiguous and, at 
times, overlap. Griffin et al. (1983) found that supervision is dominated by the cooperating 
teacher both in terms of process and product. Because cooperating teachers are more oriented 
towards the practical and particular, rather than theory and generalizations, smdent teachers may 
not leam the more general principles from their experience that would allow them to adjust to 
different classroom situations. 
The influence on student teaching by the university supervisor is significantly less than that 
of the cooperating teacher. Richardson-Koehler (1988) conducted research identifying barriers 
that distract from the university supervisor's ability to influence the smdent teaching process. This 
study concluded that 1) teachers' normative behavior related to learning from experience, which 
had a strong effect on the feedback or lack of feedback provided to the student teachers by their 
cooperating teachers; 2) cooperating teachers' lack of ability or unwillingness to engage in 
reflection of their own classroom practices or those of their smdent teachers contributed to the 
mediocre quality of feedback received by smdent teachers; and 3) university supervisors cannot 
break the norms and strongly affect the feedback process by working with individual dyads 
(cooperating teacher and smdent teacher). The university supervisor, caught between the demands 
of college and the student teachers, cannot spend the time necessary to build trust. The rare 
appearances in the cla^room (once every two weeks, at best) do not lend themselves to the type 
of trust-building and reciprocity necessary for collaborative, reflective feedback (Richardson-
Koehler, 1988). 
According to Freiberg and Waxman (1988), many smdent teachers are unaware of their 
effectiveness during smdent teaching, and they often lack information about the nature of their 
interactions with individual smdents. These researchers contend that mappropriate feedback 
hinders preservice teacher training and results in the lack of valid and accurate information that 
prospective teachers could use to facilitate their professional growth. Increasingly, the appraisal 
of student teachers is supplemented by other types of feedback. At times it is used in combination 
with students, self, peer, and classroom observation systems (COS). Classroom observation 
systems involve the use of video cameras and computers for gathering data and analysis. These 
systematic observation instruments incorporate instructional behaviors which relate to direct and 
indirect instruction (Freiberg & Waxman, 1988). 
Student Feedback: A Controversial Issue 
A growing body of research identifies a controversy surrounding the idea of primary and 
elementary teachers being given feedback by the smdents they teach. Wilcox (1995) asserts that 
18 
the fact that there is serious dialogue occurring among leading researchers lends credence to the 
importance of the subject. 
Teachers have not entirely embraced current practices of evaluation (Oliva, 1989). They 
have raised valid questions concerning the competencies on which they will be judged, who will 
do the evaluating, how the evaluation will be conducted, and what use will be made of the results. 
Issues of bias at the K-12 level 
The use of smdent feedback as one component of a total performance evaluation system 
raises teachers' concerns about whether students will provide unbiased feedback. Hidlebaugh 
(1973) experienced extreme resistance by some teachers to student feedback. Teachers generally 
believe that in the education process, only the smdent should be evaluated. Concern exists relative 
to the maturity, bias, and discrimination abilities of smdents to provide accurate feedback of 
instruction (Shepherd & Trank, 1989; Vollmer & Creek, 1989). 
However, proponents of smdent feedback provide evidence from both research and practice 
that smdents at the K-12 levels are capable of providing meaningfiil feedback relating to the 
strengths and weaknesses of classroom instruction (Aleamoni, 1987; Judkins, 1987; Omotani & 
Manatt, 1993; Weber, 1993; Wilcox, 1995). Furthermore, McKeachie (1986) asserts that if 
educators agree with the assumption that the purpose of education is to bring about changes in 
smdents, then it is apparent that information from smdents is required to provide a basis for 
improving teaching. 
While all kinds of human bias could be expected to affect an individual smdent's judgment, 
pooling the observations of a whole class tends to reduce subjective distortion, and approaches a 
true picture of how the teacher acts, and what impact this has on smdents (Peck et al., 1978). As 
a result, this validity of ratings could provide a teacher with feedback for purposes of self-
evaluation and self-development. 
Peck et al. (1978) also concludes that students in a typical school are the only people who 
regularly see a teacher at work every day. Omotani (1992) supports this conclusion by reporting 
that students are ideal contributors of data on a classroom teacher's performance for the entire 
instructional period because they are the only ones who are able to observe the teacher 
consistently. Savage and McCord (1986), Scriven (1990), and Weber (1992) assert that students 
of any age are capable of providing a good perspective on teacher evaluation. 
In an early investigation of smdent feedback, Bennett (1978) reported that students may be 
one of the best and most efficient sources for such information. And later, in a K-12 smdy of 162 
students, Driscol et al. (1985) found that student ratings of teachers were reliable. He further 
stated that there was a high degree of reliability of students' assessment of teachers' behaviors in 
the areas of student-teacher mteraction, teacher warmth and enthtisiasm, teachers' pacing of 
classroom work, challenges of academic work, and difficulty of classroom tasks. 
Concerns of validity at the postsecondarv level 
Smdent ratings of instruction are typically used for personnel decisions and faculty 
recommendations in higher education. Even in postsecondary education, their validity is still a 
matter of dispute. In a discussion of student evaluation at the university level, typical faculty 
concerns in this regard include; student immaturity, lack of experience, and capriciousness; the 
belief that only colleagues with excellent publication records are qualified to evaluate their peers' 
instruction; student ratings are popularity contests; smdents must be away from an instimtion for a 
certain period of time in order to provide accurate judgment about instruction; unreliable and 
invalid rating forms; too many extraneous variables such as class size, gender of smdent and 
instructor, time of day, term or semester, level of course, etc.; grades are highly related to course 
ratings; and last, faculty members frequently ask how smdent ratings can possibly be used to help 
improve instruction (Aleamoni, 1987). 
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Scriven (1994) offers nine potential sources of validity for student ratings as a basis for 
various conclusions about teaching at the postsecondary level. These are indicated by the 
following: 
1. The positive and statistically significant correlation of student ratings with 
learning gains. 
2. The unique position and qualifications of the students in rating their own 
teachers increased knowledge and comprehension. 
3. The unique position of the students in rating changed motivation (i) toward 
the subject taught; perhaps also (ii) toward a career associated with that 
subject; and perhaps also (iii) with respect to a changed general attimde 
toward further learning in the subject area, or more generally. 
4. The unique position of the students in rating observable matters of fact 
relevant to competent teaching, such as the punctuality of the instructor and 
the legibility of writing on the board. 
5. The unique position of the smdents in identifying the regular presence of 
teaching style indicators. Is the teacher enthusiastic; does he/she ask many 
questions, encourage questions from smdents, etc.? 
6. Relatedly, smdents are in a good position to judge—although it is not quite a 
matter of simple observation—such matters as whether tests covered all the 
material of the course. 
7. Smdents as consumers are likely to be able to report quite reliably to their 
peers on such matters of interest to them as the cost of the texts, the extent to 
which attendance is taken and weighted, and whether a great deal of 
homework is required—considerations that have little or no known bearing on 
the quality of instmction. 
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8. Student ratings represent participation in a process often represented as 
"democratic decision-making." 
9. The "best alternative" line of argument, (p. 2) 
School Tmprovement Model Projects 
The body of literature in support of K-12 swdent feedback continues to grow. The School 
Improvement Model Projects (SIM) at Iowa State University under the co-direction of Richard 
Manatt and Shirley Stow has been instrumental in expanding the body of research on smdent 
feedback and inservice teacher evaluation. SIM researchers are also contribuiory in the emerging 
body of research on 360°® feedback or team evaluation. 
A case for smdent feedback 
Judldns (1987), in his efforts to develop a pool of items that had reliability and 
discriminating power, tested an instrument on both elementary and secondary smdents. He 
concluded that all K-12 smdents are capable of providing effective feedback to teachers when the 
items are written at the appropriate reading level. This research was replicated and supported by 
the Omotani (1992) and Weber (1992) smdies. 
The Omotani smdy, with smdents 6-12, resulted in smdent ratings of teacher performance 
that were discriminating. In a K-5 smdy of smdents rating teachers, Weber (1992) demonstrated 
that smdents can provide valuable information regarding teacher performance. In a smdy using 
smdent feedback as part of a career ladder algorithm. Price (1992) found that smdent feedback 
was the most powerful factor in differentiating high performance from low when compared with 
four other factors (principal's rating, peer ratings, accomplishment of growth plans, and smdent 
achievement). 
Building on the work of Price (1992), Weber (1992), and Omotani (1992), Wilkerson 
(1994) conducted a smdy to establish norms for smdent ratings of teachers by grade, by district. 
by subject, and an aggregate norm base. Schools, buildings, and teachers could utilize these 
norms for comparison when using the smdent feedback instruments. One of his recommendations 
for practice is that "teachers should be encouraged to use smdent ratings as a source in assessing 
and developing instmctional practice and improvement goals" (p. 59). 
Wilcox (1995) investigated smdent feedback in comparison to self-ratings by the teacher 
and ratings by the principal. She found that in comparison with smdents' ratings, the principals 
demonstrated strong leniency in their ratings of teacher performance. The teachers also rated 
themselves higher in comparison to their own students' ratings. Wilcox (1995) reports that "the 
smdents' ratings contribute balance and a touch of reality" (p. 97). 
Dietz (1996) conducted a smdy where she performed a factor analysis on the 20 items on 
the 9-12 teacher feedback siu^ey first developed by Judkins (1987) and used by Price (1992), 
Weber (1992), Omotani (1992) in their smdies, and later modified by Wilcox (1995) for use in 
her smdy of multiple appraisers. Dietz (1996) found that the 20 items clustered together under 
three separate subfactors. These subfactors were labeled 1) course content and organization, 2) 
emphasis on student/teacher interaction, and 3) use of supplementary materials. 
In a recent smdy by Wilkerson (1997), a significant positive correlation was foxmd to exist 
between smdents' ratings of their teacher and student achievement in three subjects. He also 
found that there was no correlation between how the principals rated the teachers with how well 
smdents performed. The Wilkerson smdy adds validation to the long-stated denunciation that 
principals' ratings of teachers have little or no bearing on how well smdents are learning. 
Smdent feedback for prospective teachers 
As demonstrated by this review of literature, there has been a large repertoire of studies 
employing smdent ratings of instruction at both the university and K-12 levels. But there is little 
research that has used student ratings to assess prospective teachers (Waxman & Duschl, 1987; 
Waxman & Walberg, 1986). In one such smdy, Denton, Calarco, and Johnson (1977) found that 
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students' perceptions provided reliable descriptions of student teachers' skills. In a later study, 
Mclntsrre, Copenhaver, Jacko, and O'Bryan (1982) used student ratings to differentiate the 
influence student teachers had on classroom environments from the influence cooperating teachers 
had on the classroom enviromnents. They found that the same students perceived five of the ten 
variables in the smdy to be significantly different. 
Similarly, there have been only a few smdies that have examined the effects of student 
feedback in altering student teacher behaviors (Freiberg & Waxman, 1988). Lewis and 
Bartholomew (1984) found that neither smdent teacher self-analysis with student feedback nor 
self-analysis alone increased the frequency of selected teaching practices. On the other hand. 
Lacy, Tobin. and Treagust (1984) found that student feedback to student teachers of their 
classroom learning environments assists the student teachers to change their instructional 
techniques in ways that smdents perceive as improvements. Furthermore, Tuckman and Oliver 
(1968) foimd that smdent feedback improved the smdent teacher's instruction while the university 
supervisor's feedback had a negative effect. 
These results indicate student feedback may be a viable and effective mechanism for 
providing smdent teachers with formative information about their classroom behavior (Frieberg & 
Waxman, 1988; Kayona, 1996). Fraser and Walberg (1981) and Waxman (1984) report several 
advantages of using student ratings to obtain feedback: 1) They are relatively inexpensive to 
administer; 2) they can be administered at a convenient time during the class; 3) they can be 
standardized; 4) they can be designed to maintain anonymity; 5) they are the product of observing 
the smdent teacher on many occasions under normal conditions; and 6) they can pick up a wealth 
of data in a very short time. 
The Case for Self-Evaluation 
The definition of self-evaluation is making a judgment concerning the worth or value of 
one's own performance. For this study, it is used interchangeably with self-feedback, self-rating. 
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and self-assessment. Self-evaluation by the teacher as compared to smdent feedback is one of the 
major categories of the smdy. 
The emergence of teacher self-evaluation as a topic of interest and importance may be 
understood on several grounds: Historically, the democratization of Western societies was 
followed by a shift from a traditional orientation in education towards a more open and 
progressive one (Kremer-Hayon, 1993). Kremer-Hayon introduces the idea that supervision of 
teaching is becoming more teacher, rather than supervisor centered, and is aimed at developing 
teachers as researchers of their classrooms and as independent learners of teaching in general, and 
of their own teaching in particular. 
Withers (1994) allows that teachers are practiced evaluators and have much to contribute in 
their own evaluation. As a result, self-assessments have become integral components of 
performance objectives and/or clinical supervision models in many school systems. Proposals of 
self-evaluation must be taken more seriously as school districts adopt programs of mandated 
performance appraisal (Nelson & Sandness, 1986). In fact, a recommendation in their study is 
self-evaluation skills be introduced in courses related to professionalism, and later implemented in 
various levels of freld-related experiences such as student teaching and possibly teacher induction. 
Center for Research on Educational Accountability and Teacher Evaluation (CREATE) 
CREATE is a research and development center supported by a federal grant focusing on 
educational accountability and inservice teacher evaluation. CREATE received fimding for five 
years from the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 
to develop valid models of performance evaluation for teachers, administrators, support staff, and 
for the schools themselves that would have a direct impact on the improvement of teaching. The 
five year fimding for CREATE ended July 1996. 
Under the direction of Daniel L. Stufflebeam, CREATE researchers surveyed the existing 
literature in the field of educational evaluation, compared the strengths and weaknesses of existing 
25 
approaches, and began developing and validating new research-based approaches to evaluation 
either by field-testing or extensive field review. 
The information leamed fi-om five years of extensive research focused on inservice teacher 
evaluation. However, the approaches developed and validated by CREATE impacts preservice 
teaching as well. Smdent teachers can potentially benefit from the same evaluation models 
developed for inservice teachers. The following model of teacher self-assessment exemplifies this 
point. 
A model of teacher self-assessment 
CREATE researchers, Gullickson and Airasian (1994), propose a model of teacher self-
assessment which describes features and contingencies of the teacher self-assessment process as it 
operates in the classroom. These are delineated by the following: 
1. The teacher is knowingly in control of the self-assessment process; the teacher 
initiates reflection, carries it through, and reaches a decision or plan of 
action. The process is a conscious act. 
2. Self-assessment is provoked by many factors, but two main ones are 
dissonance in the environment and personal curiosity about beliefs and 
outcomes. These two factors include problematic and personal self-assessment 
interests. 
3. The use of either personal or problematically motivated self-assessments will 
rely upon standards of performance expectations set by the teacher. These 
standards will define the expectations against which practice, beliefs, and 
outcomes will be judged. 
4. Differences are expected when the self-assessment activities of experiences 
and novice teachers are compared. 
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5. To carry out reflection and to produce improved practice, the teacher must be 
willing to assume responsibility for causing and/or being able to alter the 
practice, belief, or outcome being self-assessed. 
6. The teacher will begin reflection by recalling pertinent information and 
integrating it with the teacher's personal practical knowledge about students 
and the classroom. 
7. The product of self-assessment is a conscious decision or judgment about self, 
self-practice, or self-beliefs, (p. 3) 
Interestingly, GuUickson and Airasian (1994) cite the existence of dissonance in their study 
of teacher self-assessment. They contend that differences were found to exist in how teachers 
perceived they performed with how others perceived their teaching performance. Cognitive 
dissonance is the term used to describe these differences. 
Theory of cognitive dissonance 
Cognitive dissonance refers to inconsistent relations between pairs of "elements." 
"Elements," as it is used here, refers to "cognitions" or "knowledges." The theory of cognitive 
dissonance, proposed by Leon Festinger (1989), states that normally there is consistency in what a 
person knows, feels, and believes about him or herself and in what that person does. There is 
consistency between the cognition and the action. On occasion, a person will not behave or act in 
a consistent manner with how they feel, believe, or what they know about themselves. The result 
is a gap referred to as "dissonance." 
A gap or imbalance exists whenever teachers discover that their attimdes or perceptions of 
their teaching differ from that of their smdents or supervisors. Teachers in such a state of 
imbalance are motivated to do something about their behavior in order to restore themselves to a 
balanced condition (Gage, 1972). That is why reflection on action is necessary for a teacher to 
understand, critique, and modify his/her teaching (Schon, 1983). 
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RegiTiTiiTiP teachers and self-assessment 
Another outcome from the CREATE research centered on beginning teacher self-
assessment. The first few years in teaching consist of many opportunities for self-assessment 
(Jones, 1994). New teachers are constantly faced with self-assessment opportunities due in part to 
their lack of experience in the classroom and the necessary trial-and-error nature of their initial 
learning. Each day builds teachers' experience bases and thus their pool of knowledge from which 
to reflect. As teachers survive conflict situations, they are able to improve their practice and use 
these experiences to make informed decisions needed in new problem situations. 
Although there is a myriad of opportunities for beginning teachers to self-assess themselves, 
the process can be a difficult one for new teachers due to their lack of experience, their limited 
classroom perspective, and the great amount of uncertainty that they experience (Jones, 1994). In 
addition, their youthful demeanor and energetic disposition is often so pleasing to smdents that 
these teachers may not be getting an accurate perception from their smdents regarding their actual 
teaching. 
The Multiple-Appraiser Approach 
Generally speaking, it appears that a single appraiser does not facilitate the kind of 
improvement that school reform demands. Teachers have long opposed the single rater concept 
and displayed little trust for the process which has been cursory and arbitrary. The standard 
evaluation process has been described whereby a single administrator conducts a limited number 
of classroom observations, basing summative ratings on them. In most cases, teachers and 
administrators agree diat this activity is largely ritualistic and a general waste of time 
(McLaughlin, 1990). 
Evaluation of one individual's performance by another is in itself a stressful activity. 
Increased emphasis on smdent achievement, accountability of teachers, and teacher competence 
have brought about increased stress on evaluation of performance (Oliva, 1989). These negative. 
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fearful, or hostile attitudes are symptoms of the malaise brought on by uncertainties about role, 
function, and efficiency of the supervision process. There is a great need to discover the more 
effective techniques that will help upgrade the quality of teachers and result in the improved 
quality of instruction. Thus a search for the "best" way to upgrade the teacher and the teacher's 
proficiencies drives this body of research. 
Leniencv bias 
One real and present danger in having a single appraiser is the presence of bias. Leniency 
bias (Manatt, 1988; Peterson, 1988) is the tendency of an evaluator to mark a rating scale toward 
the high end. Research has demonstrated that ratings of teachers by their principals are often 
driven by factors other than those related to instructional competence (Hidlebaugh, 1973). The 
extent to which leniency bias occurs will determine, in part, the reliability ratings, which, in turn, 
will limit their validity (Weber & Manatt, 1993). 
Principals as evaluators 
Education researchers have suggested that principals are not good judges of teacher 
perfonnance (Hidlebaugh, 1973; Manatt, 1988; Medley & Coker, 1987). Citing the results of 11 
empirical smdies which examined the accuracy of teacher ratings. Medley & Coker (1987) 
concluded that the correlations between the average principal's ratings of teacher performance 
and direct measures of teacher effectiveness were near zero. Therefore, it can be inferred that a 
principal should not be a sole assessor of teacher performance. 
Employing Medley and Coker's (1987) findings, Manatt and Daniels (1990) conducted a 
smdy on the predictability of smdent achievement as it relates to performance ratings. Their 
results disagreed with Medley and Coker's original findings. Manatt and Daniels found that 
principals can accurately evaluate the performance of teachers given extensive training and 
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appropriate instrumentatioii and methodology. The key words are "extensive training" which most 
systems do not provide. 
360-degree feedback 
In recent years, total quality management (TQM), most notably attributed to the late W. 
Edwards Deming, has been touted as the method to lead public education out of its current 
malaise (Capper & Jamison, 1993). One characteristic of TQM that is valuable to teacher 
evaluation is the use of multiple feedback data sets. Smith (1993) describes multiple data sets as 
360-<iegree feedback, where executives and managers are evaltiated by superiors, subordinates, 
peers, and customers with the goal of improving job performance and ultimately improving the 
product for total customer satisfaction. Using the concept of 360-degree feedback, or team 
evaluation, can provide valuable information for teachers and administrators, and ultimately lead 
to improved smdent learning. According to Manatt (1997), this approach is attractive for two 
reasons. 
First, smdents' achievement is not improving, using a single evaluator. Data never 
seem adequate to hold anyone accountable. Second, conventional evaluation from the 
top results in every employee in each job-title group being rated similarly. Stated 
another way, traditional evaluation of educators lacks the ability to sort. This results 
in everyone getting high ratings, (p. 9) 
Many smdies support the multiple-appraisers approach (Ferrare, 1990; Cashin, 1988; 
Manatt & Stow, 1988; Aleamoni, 1987; Hidlebaugh, 1973). Due to the presence of bias, there is 
much evidence that the multiple-appraiser approach has more validity and acceptability by the 
teacher than the single appraiser. In Hidlebaugh's study, he suggested that a multiple-appraiser 
system would provide a solution to the one-sided aspect of evaluation. 
The 360-degree feedback process has a more powerful impact on people than information 
from a single source "Done right, 360-degree feedback can be the keystone of school 
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transformation efforts" (Manatt & Benway, 1998, p.23). A sampling of sources of information 
used in 360-degree feedback of teachers and administrators include: 
1. Supervisor evaluation 
2. Self-evaluation 
3. Student achievement 
4. Peer feedback 
5. Student feedback 
6. Pareru feedback 
7. Snident attendance 
8. Holding power (few dropouts) 
9. School climate 
10. Teacher feedback 
11. Summative evaluation data 
Student teacher evaluation: Multiple-appraisers 
One of the traditional problems hindering student teaching is the lack of valid and accurate 
information that the student teacher can use in order to facilitate his/her professional growth. 
Within the field of teacher preparation, the sxipervisory dyad of the university supervisor and 
cooperating teacher function as a system of multiple evaluators. However, the quality of feedback 
is often in question and appears ineffective, posing serious problems to the student teaching 
experience. The need for accurate data about smdent teachers is evident from the research on 
student teacher self-perception data. The issues are further confused by a paucity of empirical 
investigations in the field which have rendered conflicting results. 
For example, Chiu (1975) foimd that student teachers did not, as a rule, have distorted 
perceptions of then: teaching abilities. In other words, student teacher self-ratings and supervisory 
ratings were strongly correlated. Both studies sampled only elementary candidates, and most 
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respondents were female. In a later study. Nelson and Blackburn (1983) found that student 
teachers continually overrated their performance in relation to both university supervisors and 
cooperating teachers. Although Nelson and Blackburn (1983) maintained a balanced student 
teacher representation in terms of both grade level and gender, they failed to consider these two 
factors in their findings. 
Controlling for gender and grade level. Nelson and Sandness (1986) found that, in general, 
both elementary and secondary school smdent teachers accorded themselves higher self-ratings 
than either their university supervisors' or cooperating teachers' ratings. Supervisors generally 
agreed in their ratings of secondary school smdent teachers, but not elementary school smdent 
teachers. They also foimd that female smdent teachers were viewed more favorably than males by 
both university supervisors and cooperating teachers. In essence, when the sample is restricted to 
predominantly female smdents, there is substantial agreement among the rater groups. 
In supportive smdies. Wheeler and Knoop (1982) and Briggs, Richardson, and Sefrik 
(1986) found that student teachers' self-evaluations of their teaching were significantly higher than 
their university supervisors* or cooperating teachers' ratings. Wheeler and Knoop, observing a 
high extent of agreement between the university supervisor and the cooperating teacher, suggested 
the presence of halo effects (1982). Waxman and Duschl (1987) also found that student teachers' 
perceptions of their instruction and classroom learning environments were significantly different 
than that of their smdents' and university supervisors'. On the other hand. Tanner (1986) found 
that the smdent teacher, cooperating teacher, and university supervisor provided disparate 
judgments of student teachers' performance. He suggests that the cooperating teacher may be 
operating in the pragmatic mode and the university supervisor in a theoretical mode, and the 
smdent teacher, drawn by demands of each, somewhere in between. These differences in 
perceptions underline the importance of smdent teachers' obtaining accurate feedback about their 
instruction. 
In a rare snidy of student teacher feedback using multiple appraisers (students', university 
professors', cooperating teachers' ratings, and student teachers' self ratings), Kayona (1996) 
found that students consistently rated their student teachers more severely tlian student teacher 
self-ratings and ratings from both supervisors. University professors rated more leniently than the 
other groups of raters in the smdy. This study resembled Tanner's (1986) smdy by demonstrating 
that the smdent teacher, cooperating teacher, and university supervisor again provided different 
judgments of student teachers' performance. 
Alternative feedback methods 
In their efforts to improve classroom instruction and strengthen the smdent teaching 
experience, Freiberg and Waxman (1988) suggest three alternative feedback approaches. These 
include 1) smdent feedback; 2) systematic feedback from computerized classroom observation 
systems; and 3) self-analysis of classroom lessons. They conclude that data be provided to smdent 
teachers from a variety of sources to complement the supervision and the resulting feedback 
which is provided by university supervisors and cooperating teachers. Incorporating a variety of 
feedback approaches could reduce the dependency cycle and provide entry-level teachers with a 
range of strategies for obtaining feedback on their instructional effectiveness. 
Effective Teaching and Student Learning 
Teacher effectiveness research is defined as those smdies that have tried to link certain 
teacher behaviors to smdent achievement (Manatt & Stow, 1984). The most notable of these 
benchmark smdies are those by Rosenshine (1971b); Dunkin and Biddle (1974); Dimkin, Biddle 
and Brophy (1975); Medley (1977); and Peterson and Walberg (1979). These researchers were 
responsible for promoting the shift from attention on teacher traits to a more narrow focus on 
effective instructional sldlls. 
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Stanford Teacher Assessment Project 
In Jime of 1986, an initiative called the Teacher Assessment Project headed by Lee Shulman 
out of Stanford University's School of Education received fimding from the Carnegie Corporation 
of New York to address three substantial questions; What do teachers need to know? What do 
teachers need to know how to do? And what approaches can be developed to assess such 
knowledge, skills, dispositions and accomplishments that would be worthy of a national system of 
professional teacher certification? 
This work began with a conception of teaching rather than with a vision of assessment. It 
was predicated on the principle that the goals of teacher assessment must be subordinated to the 
more important priorities of enhancing the teaching profession so that teachers could, in turn, 
better serve the interests of smdents. 
Growing out of a decade of research on teaching conducted at the Instimte for Research on 
Teaching at Michigan State University, Shulman (1990) conceived teaching as an intellectually 
rich, context-sensitive concordance of thinking and behavior, of reflection and action. Since 
teaching is always connected with some subject matter to be taught and learned, it is an activity 
bound up with disciplines of the curriculum. That is, teaching is always addressed to specific 
smdents in the particularities of contexts (Shulman, 1990). 
The portfolio-based, subject-specific assessment design developed by the Stanford team 
eventually served as a model for the national teacher certification system established in 1990 
known as the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS). The 
reconomendation to establish the NBPTS became a central feature of the Carnegie Task Force on 
the Teaching Profession report, A Nation Prepared, when it was released in May, 1986). 
A firamework for teaching 
Aspects of teacher responsibilities to foster improved smdent learning have been identified 
and doctmiented through empirical smdies and theoretical research. These responsibilities which 
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define what a teacher should know and be able to do in the exercise of their profession have been 
described and promoted by nationally prominent organizations such as the New Interstate Teacher 
Assessment and Suppon Consortixmi (INTASC), which developed standards, primarily for smdent 
teachers, to be compatible with those of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
G^PTS). Similarly, the National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and 
Certification (NASDTEC) and the National Council of Accreditation of Teacher Education 
(NCATE) have both proposed standards for beginning teacher competencies. These standards are 
intended to guide colleges and universities in the design or redesign of teacher education 
programs (Danielson, 1996). 
A call for accountabilitv 
In an era of accountability, it is not surprising to note parallel developments in curriculum 
reform and smdent assessment. Many statewide initiatives have embarked on programs of 
performance assessment of student learning, while local initiatives have begun their own efforts to 
renew and align the curricula, that is, establishing agreement between what is written, taught, and 
tested. 
On a national level the U.S. Department of Education headed by Secretary Richard Riley 
has identified seven priorities that would help guide President Clinton's education crusade "Call-
to-Action for American Education." Of particular significance to the current smdy is Priority 
Four; All states and their schools will have challenging and clear standards of achievement and 
accountability for all children and effective strategies for reaching those standards (U.S. 
Department of Education, 1997). However, challenges to this edict have been acknowledged by 
the senior leadership of the U.S. Department of Education. 
First, according to a study by the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB), standards 
many states are setting are well below the national consensus on "what is good enough." That is, 
state standards are not as rigorous as national standards. Second, one of the biggest barriers to 
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raising standards is public reaction when students who get As or Bs in school receive low scores 
on national norm-referenced tests. Third, despite pockets of success, many states still need to 
develop assessments aligned with their standards that can measure smdent progress in meeting the 
standards. Next, there is the challenge of implementing state (and national) standards so they 
affect classroom practice. For example, the Third International Mathematics and Science Smdy 
(TIMSS) foimd that American teachers know about the rigorous math standards but are not given 
the time, training, or support to leam to teach them. And finally, schools need stronger 
accoimtability for high smdent performance. Higher standards will not ensure stronger 
accoimtability unless all constiments are willing to take steps to deal with ongoing low 
performance of schools and teachers. The U.S. Department of Education has vowed to continue 
supporting states', districts', and schools' efforts to address these challenges and strengthen their 
reforms geared to challenging standards (U. S. Department of Education, 1997). 
Some writers lament over the call for accountability on part of school organizations. 
Researchers have long noted that the strongest predictors of achievement have always been 
nonschool factors such as smdents' own personal characteristics, the level of parents' education 
and income, ±e size and stability of the family, etc. Together, these have a far greater influence 
on performance than the school's instructional program (Evans, 1999). These writers would like 
to remind us that schools reflect society far more than they shape it, and that test scores tell us 
much more about what they are facing than how they're failing. Therefore, teachers and 
administrators must be challenged to do their utmost to improve smdent learning but this 
undertaking must not be their burden alone. 
Dimensions or domaiTv: nf teaching 
Derived from a combination of Madeline Hunter's work and research in process-product 
and cognitive science, Danielson (1996) has identified components of professional practice which 
she refers to as domains. There are four domains of teaching responsibility: (Domain I) plarming 
36 
and preparation; (Domain 2) classroom environment; (Domain 3) instruction; and (Domain 4) 
professional responsibilities. She advocates combining the use of fiameworks which describe 
exemplary student performance and frameworks which describe excellence in teaching to enhance 
student learning. According to Danielson (1996), "the components of professional practice are 
part of a long tradition of applying standards to both smdent learning and the complex role of 
teaching. Despite challenges, the benefits, particularly for school and district, are enormous" (p. 
13). 
This smdy uses Danielson's framework of professional teaching practices to interpret the 
results derived from the factor analyses computed on smdent feedback items. 
Language arts/reading teaching strategies 
Reading, writing and oral language develop the competencies on which virmally all of the 
subsequent instruction and learning depends, thus, they are the bedrock subjects of the 
curriculum. Though teaching strategies and learning practices have been vigorously researched 
over the years, there remains disagreement over the various approaches. These debates have 
focused on the need for carefully controlled instructional approaches versus more open-ended, 
creative, and exploratory approaches (Squire, 1995). According to Rosenshine and Stevens (1984) 
and Brophy and Good (1986), direct instruction is an effective instructional approach for 
promoting the achievement of basic skills in both mathematics and reading while a less direct 
approach is more effective for higher-level learning. Yet it seems clear that given instruction on 
key skills and strategies combined with the most desirable overall approach, learners will reap the 
benefits of both instructional models. 
There are many interrelationship among the various practices described in this review of the 
literature. For example, research points to a positive connection between extensive reading and 
improved reading comprehension. Providing opportunities for students to discuss what they have 
read—to become active participants in making meaning from written text—has proven to help 
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students' reading skills grow. And students who are provided with time and opportunity to share 
their thoughts about reading tend to read more (Squire, 1995). 
Extensive reading opportunities require that schools provide sufficient blocks of time for 
smdents to engage in reading. Furthermore, teachers should have students talk to one another 
about what they have read, and give personal reactions and interpretations of the text. And 
finally, teachers must encourage reading in other subject areas such as social smdies, 
mathematics, and science as a way to enhance the connection between reading and other subject 
matter (Squire, 1995). 
Another approach used to improve reading comprehension is the implementation of 
interactive learning strategies which include reading panners, cooperative learning groups, whole-
class discussions, sharing reading materials, and the presentation of reports. Coupled with 
interactive learning, is providing extended backgroimd knowledge on subject matter for smdents. 
This includes pre-teaching vocabulary words before they are introduced in an assignment, 
previewing or highlighting background knowledge (historical events, etc.), and assessing students' 
present level of background knowledge before introducing a topic (Squire, 1995). 
Other tactics to help with reading comprehension include teaching smdents to understand 
and how to apply various learning strategies, i.e., using background knowledge, previewing, 
setting goals, determining importance, evaluating content, generating questions, etc. It is also 
suggested that teachers conference with smdents to help them reflect on what they are reading 
(Squire, 1995). 
Mathematics teaching strategies 
Direct instruction is the most effective instructional model for promoting the achievement of 
basic skills (in mathematics and reading) by smdents in elementary school. In direct instruction, 
the teacher first structures new information, presents it to the smdents, helps them relate it to what 
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they already know, then monitors their performance and provides corrective feedback (Brophy & 
Good, 1986). 
Though direct instruction might be the most effective method for promoting smdents' 
achievement of lower-level skills in mathematics, it may not be sufficient for enhancing higher-
order skills (Peterson & Fennema, 1985). Higher-order thinking may require a less direct 
instructional approach, transferring some of the burden for teaching and learning from the teacher 
to the smdent thus promoting greater smdent autonomy and independence in the teaching-learning 
process (Peterson, 1988). 
Doyle (1983) also suggests that less direct instruction might be needed to teach smdents 
higher-level thinking in mathematics, which is based on meaning and understanding. According to 
Doyle, self-discovery is important for smdents to derive a sense of meaning from the academic 
tasks in mathematics. Academic activity should be structured on the basis of what is known about 
mathematics and how students process information. However, the activities must be unstructured 
enough to allow smdents the opportunities to experience the content directly in order for them to 
derive generalizations and invent an algorithm on their own (Doyle, 1983). 
The following classroom processes have been suggested to help facilitate increased mathematics 
achievement: 
1. focusing on the mathematical meaning and coimectedness of concepts, ideas, and skills 
2. encouraging smdent autonomy, independence, self-direction and persistence in 
learning 
3. teaching of higher-level cognitive processes and strategies 
4. providing sufficient time for mathematical instruction 
5. using textbooks as one instructional tool among many 
6. providing low-achieving and remedial smdents an opportunity to leam problem-solving 
and higher-order thinking skills. 
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Specifically, these include: 
1. introducing word problems from the very begiiming of mathematical instruction (it is 
suggested that word problems form the basis of a mathematics curriculum rather than 
being emphasized after computational skills are taught) 
2. emphasizing the "meaning of the task" and de-emphasizing the "completion of a task" 
3. providing feedback which is focused more on "mathematics strategy" and less on 
getting the "correct answer" 
4. encouraging small-group cooperative learning techniques such as having smdents check 
their answers with one another 
5. helping smdents to diagnose and monitor their own understanding of mathematics and 
also to remediate their lack of understanding by using various cognitive strategies 
6. training smdents on how to use various cognitive strategies such as memory strategy, 
elaboration strategy, comprehensive monitoring, self-questioning, rehearsal strategy, 
planning and goal setting, comprehension strategy, verbal self-instruction, and smdy 
skills 
7. having a smdent work a problem aloud for the whole class or tell the other smdents how 
he or she solved a problem 
8. allowing the use of calctilators (in carefully planned ways) 
9. choosing appropriate tasks that deal with important mathematical concepts and ideas, 
giving clear instructions to a group, and setting clear expectations for each group 
emphasizing group goals and individual accoimtability. 
Literature Summary 
The central focus of this review of literature is the use of smdent feedback as part of a 
multiple-appraiser approach to teacher evaluation. This review suggests that using smdent 
feedback of teacher classroom instruction from K-12 to higher education has gained considerable 
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support over the years. Using student feedback as a formative measure to help teachers improve 
their instructional techniques and for professional development is less controversial and more 
acceptable than using this approach for summative evaluation purposes. See Tables I and 2. The 
use of smdent feedback to assess prospective teachers has not been used widely by teacher 
preparation programs. In fact, using this approach is still in the experimental stage with only a 
few smdies in existence. See Table 3. 
Table 4 summarizes the research literature for teacher self-assessment. This concept is less 
controversial than the use of student feedback. Reflection on action by teachers is an important 
and growing area of interest within the field of educational research. The use of teacher self-
assessment practices is rapidly becoming an integral component of teacher evaluation systems in 
many school districts. 
Part of this review focused on the use of multiple-appraisers to assess smdent teachers. 
According to this review, there is a tremendous urging by writers to implement a multiple-
appraisal approach for assessing both inservice and student teachers. See Tables 5 and 6. It is also 
clear from the literamre that there are very few smdies using this approach for student teachers. 
In fact, there are only two smdies foimd that compared the ratings of smdents', student teachers', 
university supervisors', and cooperating teachers' perceptions of smdent teachers' classroom 
instruction. 
Direction for this smdy came from what is ciurently known about effective teacher 
behaviors and the potential impact these behaviors have on smdent achievement. Therefore, a 
section of this review described teaching skills indicative of higher-order mathematics and 
language arts/reading instruction. 
Shulman (1990), Rosenshine (1971), and Brophy and Good (1986) to name just a few, are 
among those responsible for promoting a shift from attention on teacher traits to an emphasis on 
effective instructional skills. In particular, Shulman's benchmark work on teacher portfolios with 
an emphasis on subject-specific teaching skills was pivotal in the creation of the National Board of 
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Professional Teaching Standards. The premise that teacher evaluation must center on subject-
specific expertise is what drives this investigation. 
It is from the research on effective teaching and the teacher responsibilities as described by 
the NBPTS and other prominent organizations that Danielson (1996) established her framework of 
professional teaching practices. The four domains of teaching and their components as delineated 
by Danielson provide the foundation for which the findings from this smdy will be based. 
Table 1. A summary of the research literature opposing K-12 student feedback of teacher 
classroom instruction 
Year Researcher Findings 
1989 Shepherd & Trank Concerns relative to the maturity, bias and discrimination 
abilities of students to provide accurate feedback of 
instruction. 
1989 VoUmer & Creek Students are unable to discriminate teacher performance. 
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Table 2. A summary of the research literature supporting K-12 smdent feedback of teacher 
classroom instruction 
Year Researcher Findings 
1973 Hidlebaugh Student ratings are probably the best single indication of a 
teacher's performance. 
1978 Bennett Students are able to make appropriate and meaningful teacher 
assessments. 
1978 Peck, et al. Smdent ratings heighten morale and improve instruction. 
1985 Driscol, et al. Student ratings of teacher behaviors are reliable. 
1986 Savage & McCord Smdents are reliable and valid judges of instruction. 
1987 Judkins Smdents can provide feedback that discriminate among 
teachers when the items are the appropriate reading level. 
1987 Manatt Student ratings are more discriminating than any other source 
of data. 
1990 Scriven Primary and secondary smdents can be useful evaluators. 
1990 Ferrare Collection of smdent input is increasingly being regarded as a 
valuable data source. 
1992 Price Smdent feedback was the best predictor of career ladder 
placement. 
1992 Omotani Original items developed by Judkins continue to demonstrate 
discriminating power. 
1992 Weber Primary smdents did not demonstrate a leniency or severity 
bias in rating teachers. 
1994 Wilkerson Smdent ratings should be used as part of a total teacher 
evaluation system. 
1995 Wilcox Primary and secondary students can be usefiil evaluators. 
1999 Strasser No significant correlations between how smdents rate their 
teachers and smdents' characteristics. Dispels the "yes, buts". 
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Table 3. A summary of the research literarure for K-12 student feedback of student teacher 
classroom instruction 
Year Researcher Findings 
1968 Tuckman & Oliver Smdent feedback improved the student teacher's instruction 
while the university supervisor's feedback had a negative 
effect. 
1977 Denton, Calarco, 
& Johnson 
Smdents' perceptions provided reliable descriptions of 
student teachers' skills. 
1982 Mclntyre, Copenhaver, 
Jacko, & O'Bryan 
1984 Lewis & Bartholomew 
1984 Lacy, Tobin, & 
Treagust 
Smdents were able to differentiate the influence smdent 
teachers had on the classroom environment. 
Neither smdent teacher self-analysis with smdent feedback 
nor self-analysis alone increased the frequency of selected 
teaching practices. 
Smdent feedback to smdent teachers helped change their 
instructional techniques in ways that smdents perceive as 
improvements. 
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Table 4. A summary of the research literature for self-evaluation of teacher classroom instruction 
Year Researcher Findings 
1973 Hidlebaugh Self-ratings are of little value because the strong teacher 
underrates him/herself while the weak teacher overrates. 
1986 Nelson & Sandness Self-evaluation must be taken more seriously as school 
districts adopt programs of mandated performance appraisal. 
Reflection on actions m the classroom is a form of self-
evaluation that will facilitate modification of classroom 
behavior and actions. 
Agrees concepts should be examined. Fears inflation of rating 
if it is pan of formal evaluation. 
Teachers who strive for accountability must create for 
themselves an ongoing activity continuous feedback for self-
improvement and professional development. 
Proposed a model of teacher self-assessment as it operates 
in the classroom. 
The first few years of teaching present many opportunities for 
self-assessment for beginning teachers. 
1987 Schon 
1991 Scriven 
1993 Kremer-Hayon 
1994 Gullickson &. 
Airasian 
1994 Jones 
1994 Withers Teachers are practiced evaluators and have much to 
contribute in their own evaluation. 
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Table 5. A summary of the research literature for a multiple-appraiser approach to teacher 
classroom iiistruction 
Year Researcher Findings 
1971 Menne & Tolsma There must be more than one rater, preferably two groups. 
1973 Hidlebaugh 
1987 Aleamoni 
1987 Harris 
1987 Medley & Coker 
1988 Cashin 
1988 Manatt & Stow 
1988 Manatt 
1990 Ferrare 
1993 Smith 
1995 WUcox 
1997 Wilkerson 
Effective and successfiil teacher performance evaluation must 
provide for a variety of inputs. 
A comprehensive system of instructional evaluation needs to 
be established with various components. 
Describes a system of evaluation based on three data sources. 
Principal as a single rater is not a good judge of teacher 
performance. 
States that there are nearly universal recommendations for the 
use of multiple sources of data. 
Recommends a total systems approach to school improvement 
which includes multiple-appraisers of teacher performance. 
Multiple data sets are necessary. 
Supports the multiple-appraisers approach. 
360-degree feedback by superiors, subordinates, peers, and 
customers is used to improve the product and customer 
satisfaction. 
Found that in comparison to smdent ratings, principals 
demonstrated a strong leniency bias in their ratings of teacher 
performance. 
Smdents can provide more valid feedback than teachers or 
principals if smdent achievement is the validity measure. 
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Table 6. A simunary of the research literature for a multiple-appraiser approach to student 
teacher classroom instruction 
Year Researcher Findings 
1975 Chiu 
1982 Wheeler & Knoop 
Found that elementary student teacher self-ratings and 
supervisory ratings were strongly correlated. 
Observed a high extent of agreement between the imiversity 
and cooperating supervisors suggesting the presence of halo 
effects. 
1983 Nelson & Blackburn 
1986 Briggs, Richardson, 
& Sef^ 
1986 Nelson Sandness 
Student teachers continually overrated their performance in 
relation to both supervisors. 
Student teachers' self-evaluations were significantly higher 
than their supervisors' ratings. 
Controlling for gender and grade level found that females 
were rated more favorably than males; and when the sample 
is mostly female, there is a substantial agreement among 
raters. 
1986 Tanner 
1987 Waxman & Duschl 
1988 Freiberg & Waxman 
1996 Kayona 
Student teachers, university supervisors, and cooperating 
teachers provided disparate judgments of smdent teacher 
performance. 
Student teachers' perceptions of their instruction were 
significantly different than that of their students and imiversity 
supervisors. 
Suggests the use of alternative feedback approaches to 
improve smdent teacher classroom instruction. 
Found that smdents rated their smdent teachers differently yet 
more severely than their supervisors. 
47 
CHAPTER m. METHODOLOGY 
This study was designed to add to the body of research by doctoral students under the 
direction of Richard Manatt, director of the School Improvement Model Projects at Iowa State 
University. Specifically, expanding upon the work of Dietz (1996) and Wilkerson (1997), this 
smdy examined the items from teacher feedback questioimaires; and the association between these 
items and student achievement scores on criterion-referenced tests in reading, language arts, and 
mathematics. In addition, new items were written and added to these instruments which were 
piloted for reliability and discrimination power. The additional items reflect teaching behaviors 
and practices associated with reading, language arts, and mathematics instruction. 
The Questioimaire 
"Smdents are the only people who each day observe a classroom teacher's performance for 
the entire instructional period" (Omotani 8c. Manatt, 1993, p. 266). Therefore, using valid, 
reliable, and discriminating smdent feedback instruments, educators can collect useful information 
about aspects of instruction from their smdents, who are with the teacher on a daily basis. 
Questionnaire development 
This smdy used items which were created and refined by researchers from the School 
Improvement Model Projects at Iowa State University. The items for the original instruments 
were first developed through Hidlebaugh's research (1973) in which he designed a model of 
teacher performance evaluation using a multiple-appraiser approach. Tliese items were later 
refined by Judkins (1987) in a smdy designed to develop and test smdent feedback items suitable 
for elementary and secondary smdents. In smdies by Omotani (1992) and Weber (1992), these 
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instruments were again tested for item discrimination for use in a total systems approach to 
teacher performance evaluation and for issues of bias and reliability at die K-5 grade level, 
respectively. 
Next in succession, Wilcox (1995) developed two new instruments as companions to the 
original smdent feedback instruments. One of the new instruments, a teacher self-feedback, was 
designed to parallel the student feedback instrument and elicit information from the teacher about 
the quality of his/her classroom performance. The second instrument, a principal feedback 
instrument, was designed to parallel both the student feedback and the teacher self-feedback 
instruments and elicit information regarding his/her perceptions on the quality of the teacher's 
performance. 
Recently, Dietz (1996) factor analyzed the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument in a 
preliminary smdy identifying three subscale factors which she labeled as student/teacher 
interaction, teacher organization, and use of supplementary materials. And finally, in a 
benchmark study by Wilkerson (1997), smdents' mean rating scores of their teachers' classroom 
performance, scores from the teachers' self-feedback, and scores from both principals' feedback 
of teachers and summative evaluations were correlated with students' scores on criterion-
referenced tests in reading, language arts, and mathematics. Wilkerson found significant 
correlations between smdent ratings and achievement scores in the three subject areas. These 
findings suggest that how smdents rate their teachers' performance is a valid indicator of their 
overall classroom achievement. 
The current smdy will build upon Dietz's and Wilkerson's smdy by factor-analyzing all 
K-12 grade level item instruments and correlating these items to smdent test scores in three core 
subject areas. Now that it has been determined that a relationship exists between smdent feedback 
to teachers and smdent achievement (Wilkerson, 1997), it is the intent of this smdy to determine 
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which items from these instruments best reflect high smdent learning in reading, language arts, 
and mathematics classroom instruction. 
For the initial stages of the study, these instruments modified by Wilcox have remained 
essentially the same. However, one component of this study resulted in additional modifications to 
existing items as well as the creation of new items. 
The original instruments, composed of 20 items, were divided into grade levels as follows: 
lower primary (K-2), upper elementary (3-5), middle school (6-8), and high school (9-12). They 
are displayed in Appendices B, C, D, and E. The lower primary (K-2) instrument uses a three-
point rating scale tabulated with the values; No=0, Sometimes=2, and Almost Always=4. The 
three remaining instruments use a five-point, Likert-type scale tabulated as follows: Never=0, 
Not Often=l, Sometimes=2, Usually=3, and Almost AJways=4. For each instrument, the 
maximum score a teacher can receive is a rating of 80. 
The modified instruments for the lower primary (K-2) and upper elementary (3-5) grade 
levels were composed of 30 items containing 20 original items and 10 additional new items (five 
items pertaining to reading/language arts and five pertaining to mathematics). The modified 
instruments for the middle school (6-8) and high school (9-12) grade levels were composed of 25 
items containing 20 original items and five additional new items pertaining to reading and 
language arts; and a separate instrument with five new items pertaining to mathematics. 
The lower primary (K-2) instrument uses a three-point rating scale tabulated with the 
values: No=l, Sometimes=2, and Almost Always=3. The three remaining instruments use a 
five-point, Likert-type scale tabulated as follows: Never=l, Not Often=2, Sometimes=3, 
Usually=4, and Almost Always=5. The maximum score a teacher can receive for the primary 
(K-2) questionnaire is a raring of 90. The mayimnm score a teacher can receive for the 
elementary (3-5) questionnaire is a rating of 150. The mayimnm score a teacher can receive for 
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both the middle school (6-8) and high school (9-12) questionnaires is a rating of 125. As noted, 
the tabulations for each set of instruments were not weighted for this smdy. Group responses will 
not be compared and mean scores for each teacher will not be calculated. Such analyses, though 
pertinent to previous smdies, will not be a focus of the current study. There are a total of six 
modified smdent feedback instruments used for this component of the study. 
Readability level 
A computer-based program, Flesch-Kincaid, was used to establish a readability level for the 
newly-written items. This program computes readability based on the average mmiber of syllables 
per word and the average number of words per sentence. The score indicates a grade school 
level. For example, a score of 8.0 means that an eighth grader would understand the document. 
Standard writing approximately equates to the seventh-to-eighth grade level. 
Instrument validitv 
Judkins' (1987) instrument was developed under the auspices of the School Improvement 
Model (SIM) at Iowa State University. Later a K-12 representative committee in Cave Creek 
School District No. 93 (Arizona) decided to include student ratings of teacher performance as one 
component of a career ladder algorithm. They enlisted the services of the SIM research team to 
help with the instrument construction. The district accepted a pool of discriminating items 
previously developed and identified by Judkins (1987). The Cave Creek School District has 
included smdent feedback as part of the career ladder process since 1990, with major impact on 
teachers' salaries and no grievances filed. Mass authorship of the student feedback instruments 
(K-12) by the stakeholders of this project has provided "social validity." That is, teachers and 
other stakeholders believe the instruments are truthfiil; they measure good teaching. 
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Tn5tfniment reliability: Cronbach alpha coefficient 
Not only is the "social validity" of the instruments important; but also important to this 
study is the statistical integrity of the instruments. The Cronbach alpha procedure, a general form 
of the Kuder-Richardson formula (K-R 20), was used by Price (1992), Weber (1992), Omotani 
(1992), and Wilcox (1995) to establish the reliability of their instruments. This procedure 
measures the internal consistency of an instrument based on the extent to which raters who 
answer an item one way respond to other items the same way (Gall et al., 1996). In the Weber 
(1992) smdy, Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient was .98 for the K-2 smdent feedback 
instnmient; and .97 for the 3-5 grade level instrument. Omotani (1992) found that items on the 
6-8 and 9-12 smdent feedback instruments had reliability coefficients of .95. 
Item discriTnination: Menne-Tolsma formula 
The Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology establishes item discrimination power and 
separates high teacher performance from that of average and low performance. These researchers 
have stressed the importance of item discrimination for instruments used to meastire 
characteristics of individuals by means of grouping responses. They argue that in order for an 
item to be discriminating the within-group variances must be low in relation to the between-group 
variances. Hidlebaugh (1973) employed the Menne-Tolsma methodology to identify items for a 
teacher performance evaluation model, and Judkins (1987) used it to identify discrintiinating items 
for smdent feedback of teachers. Weber (1992) and Omotani (1992) used this formula in their 
research, which investigated issues of bias, to further refine the mstrument items. All items 
selected for the Weber and Omotani studies discriminated at. 13 or higher. 
The Menne-Tolsma methodology was used to identify discriminating items for the 
instruments pilot tested in the current investigation. Items with a discrimination index of. 13 are 
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significant at the .05 alpha level. Items with a discrimination index of .22 are significant at the .01 
alpha level. A Cronbach alpha reliability coefiBcient was computed for all items discriminating at 
. 13 or higher for each of the K-12 smdent feedback instruments used in the pilot test. 
The use of this methodology requires a minimtmi of two groups with a minimum of 15 
raters per group. 
Securing Participation in the Stody 
Wilcox (1996) commented in her study, "Obtaining cooperation for this sort of an 
experiment was not easy. Merely asking teachers to consider accepting smdent feedback is seldom 
attempted" (p. 43). Similar to the Wilcox study, this investigation required convincing teachers 
and administrators to participate voluntarily and that such involvement would indeed be 
beneficial. 
The Criterion-Referenced Tests 
In 1991, Lincoln County School District No. 1 requested the help of Professors Manatt and 
Stow, co-directors of the School Improvement Model Projects Office at Iowa State University, to 
develop a total-systems approach to performance appraisal of teachers, administrators, support 
staff, and classified personnel coupled with curriculum renewal and alignment. As part of the 
curriculxmi project, smdent assessments tied to the newly-written curriculum would provide pre-
and posttesting for each subject at each grade level. Tying teacher evaluation to smdent 
achievement would provide the district a means for greater accountability to parents as well as to 
the public regarding smdent learning and teacher performance. 
The criterionrreferenced tests for reading, mathematics, and language arts were developed 
during the 1994-95 school year as part of a three-year project. The curriculum renewal process 
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involved the participation of teachers who served on curriculum committees. These committees 
were given the task of developing the framework from which the curriculirai would be written. 
After writing the curriculum, the committees focused on creating test items which were tied to 
learner outcomes which made up the new curriculirai. Criterion-referenced tests were created, 
pilot-tested, and modified prior to their use at the beginning of the 1995-96 school year. A pretest 
was given in the fall, and a posttest given during the spring in each subject at each grade level. 
Only the posttest scores were used in this smdy. 
As part of the development process, a statistical analysis for diagnostic purposes was 
performed on every test. The Kuder-Richardson (KR-20) test of reliability was computed for each 
assessment to measure the internal consistency. Tests in their final iteration had a KR-20 of .75 or 
better. In addition, a discrimination index for each item was computed and items which had a low 
discrimination of .20 or lower were revised and/or modified. These tests and curricula remain in 
a dynamic state of continuous change and improvement to meet state and national standards. 
The Sample 
The sample for the first part of the smdy was drawn from the Lincoln County School 
District No. 1, located in Diamondville, Wyoming. The school district consists of four sections 
per grade level, with two elementary buildings, one middle school, and one high school. The 
school population is stable and relatively homogenous. 
In order for a smdent to be included in the sample, the following data needed to be 
available: 1) raw scores from the smdent feedback results for all teachers in reading, language 
arts, and mathematics content areas, and 2) CRT posttest scores in the three content areas. 
Tables 7, 8, and 9 describe the number of participating teachers and smdents per grade 
level along with the K-I2 totals from Lincoln Coimty School District No. 1 in mathematics and 
language arts. 
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Table 7. Aggregate profile of participating teachers and students per grade level 
Grade level Number of teachers Number of smdents 
K-2 10 186 
3-5 12 218 
6-8 5 254 
9-12 8 330 
Total K-12 35 988 
Table 8. Aggregate profile of participating teachers and smdents per grade level in mathematics 
Grade level Number of teachers Nimiber of smdents 
K-2 10 186 
3-5 12 312 
6-8 1 79 
9-12 3 233 
Total K-12 26 810 
Table 9. Aggregate profile of participating teachers and students per grade level in language arts 
Grade level Number of teachers Number of smdents 
K-2 10 186 
3-5 12 189 
6-8 4 253 
9-12 5 295 
Total K-12 31 923 
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Table 10 provides the number of participating teachers and students per grade level along 
with the K-12 totals for reading. Reading as a separate content area is taught from kindergarten 
through fifth grade. Reading is considered a component of language arts in the middle and senior 
high school levels. 
The sample from the second pan of the smdy is drawn from two mid-Iowa K-12 school 
districts. Each district has two or three sections per grade at the elementary level and typically 
one section per grade level at the secondary level. Table 11 provides the total number of smdents 
per grade level. 
Table 10. Aggregate profile of participating teachers and smdents per grade level in reading 
Grade level Number of teachers Number of students 
K-2 
3-5 
6-8 
9-12 
10 
11 
0 
0 
186 
210 
0 
0 
Total K-12 21 396 
Table 11. Aggregate profile of participating smdents per grade level 
Grade level Number of teachers Number of smdents 
K-2 
3-5 
6-8 
9-12 
9 
15 
14 
12 
270 
450 
420 
360 
Total K-12 1500 
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Table 12 illustrates the number of smdents per grade level in reading, language arts, and 
math courses from the participating districts. Students in kindergarten through fifth grade were 
not surveyed by subject area because these students receive instruction in all subject areas from 
the same teacher throughout the school day. 
Table 12. Aggregate profile of participating smdents per grade level in three subjects 
Grade level/Content Area Number of teachers Number of smdents 
K-2 all subjects 9 270 
3-5 all subjects 15 450 
6-8 math 8 240 
6-8 language arts 6 180 
9-12 math 6 180 
9-12 language arts 6 180 
Total K-12 50 1500 
Collection of Data 
Directions for the administration of the feedback to teachers questioimaires were provided 
to the Northeast Hamilton and East Marshall School Districts (Appendix F-G). All smdents and 
teachers in the Lincoln County School District No.l were administered the feedback instruments 
in the spring of 1996. It must be noted that smdent feedback is a routine component of Lincoln 
County School District No.l's teacher performance evaluation process. Smdents and teachers in 
the nvo Iowa school district were administered the modified feedback instruments in the spring of 
1998. The raters recorded their feedbacks of teacher performance by marking ovals on an 
electronic scanning response form. The response forms are very similar to those used by the 
majority of the standardized test formats utilized by schools in measuring smdent academic 
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achievement. Completed response forms were collected and grouped by teacher. Teachers were 
assigned three-digit code numbers to distinguish teacher sections and subject areas taught. 
The completed forms were returned to the School Improvement Model offices at ISU for 
processing and analysis. The contents of each teacher packet were checked for proper coding and 
clean markings by the researcher. Once accomplished, the completed rating forms were scanned 
by the Iowa State University (ISU) Test and Evaluation Services department using the ISU 
Computation Center's mainframe computer. The Research Instimte for Smdies in Education 
(RISE) assisted in processing the data and establishing files to use with the SPSS statistical 
software package. 
The criterion-referenced pretests were administered in the Lincoln County School District 
No. 1 in the fall of 1995, with the posttests administered in the spring of 1996. The tests were then 
shipped to the SIM office and scored using the ISU Computation Center's mainframe computer. 
Analysis and Treatment of Data 
The criterion-referenced tests and smdent ratings were scanned at the Iowa State University 
Computational Center. Test and rating results were entered into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. 
All data were imported into the SPSS statistical software program for analysis purposes. 
This smdy employed several procedures to compute and analyze the data. The procedures 
used to perform an item analysis on the smdent feedback instruments were a Cronbach alpha test 
of reliability, a discrimination index, and a factor analysis. 
Factor analysis refers to a variety of statistical techniques whose common objective is to 
represent a set of variables in terms of a smaller number of hypothetical variables. The first step 
of the analysis involves an examination of the interrelationships among these variables. This 
approach is used to address whether these observed correlations can be explained by the existence 
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of a common nmnber of subscale factors or variables. Both an exploratory factor analysis and 
confirmatory factor analysis were performed on the data. A majority of the applications in the 
social sciences belong to the category of exploratory (Kim & Mueller4978). This method is used 
as an expedient way of ascertaining the minimum number of hypothetical factors that can be 
accounted for the observed covariation, and as a means of exploring the data for possible data 
reduction. Confirmatory is used when a researcher anticipates or hypothesizes that there are a 
particular number of underlying dimensions and that certain variables belong to one dimension 
while others belong to another. The emphasis for this study is the confirmatory analysis. The 
extraction method used is Principal Component Analysis; and the rotation method used is 
Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
A correlation coefficient was computed to test the relationship between mean item scores 
from the student feedback instruments and mean scores from the criterion-referenced tests. An 
alpha level of .05 was determined prior to data collection for rejecting a null hypothesis. 
In order to compare scores between smdent feedback instruments and CRTs, T scores were 
computed for all raw scores. Transformed scores are frequently referred to as standard scores. 
These scores are designed to have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. The purpose for 
using transformed scores is so that scores from different assessment sources could be computed 
from different distributions. 
Research Questions 
This smdy was directed by the following questions: 
la. Will the 20 items from the K-2 student feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
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lb. Will the 20 items from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
Ic. Will the 20 items from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
Id. Will the 20 items from the 9-12 student feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
2a. Will factor subscales from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
2b. Will factor subscales from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
2c. Will factor subscales from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
2d. Will factor subscales from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
3a. Will there be an association between items from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument 
with smdent achievement in reading, langxiage arts, and math? 
3b. Will there be an association between items from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument 
with smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
3c. Will there be an association between items from the 6-8 smdent feedback instniment 
with smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
3d. Will there be an association between items from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument 
with student achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
4a. Will the modified and/or new items from the K-2 instrument be statistically reliable and 
discriminating (ability to sort)? 
4b. Will the modified and/or new items from the 3-5 instrument be statistically reliable and 
discriminating (ability to sort)? 
4c. Will the modified and/or new items from the 6-8 language arts instrument be 
statistically reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
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4d. Will the modified and/or new items from the 6-8 mathematics instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
4e. Will the modified and/or new items from the 9-12 language arts instrument be 
statistically reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
4f. Will the modified and/or new items from the 9-12 mathematics instrument be 
statistically reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
H3^otheses to be Tested 
Hypotheses statements have been written for those procedures which entail using probability 
and information about a sample to draw conclusions about how likely it is that a result could have 
been obtained by chance. The research hypotheses for the study are indicated by the following 
statements: 
la. There is an association of each item from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument to smdent 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
lb. There is an association of each item from the 3-S smdent feedback instrument to smdent 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
Ic. There is an association of each item from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument to smdent 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
Id. There is an association of each item from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument to 
smdent achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
2a. Each item from the revised K-2 smdent feedback instrument will be discriminating 
(ability to sort). 
2b. Each item from the revised 3-5 smdent feedback instrument will be discriminating 
(ability to sort). 
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2c. Each item from the revised 6-8 smdent feedback instrument (language arts) will be 
discriminating (ability to sort). 
2d. Each item from the revised 6-8 smdent feedback instrument (mathematics) will be 
discriminating (ability to sort). 
2e. Each item from the revised 9-12 smdent feedback instrument (language arts) will be 
discriminating (ability to sort). 
2f. Each item from the revised 9-12 smdent feedback instrument (mathematics) will be 
discriminating (ability to sort). 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The basic problem for this smdy was to examine, by fector analysis, smdent feedback items 
from fom- (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12) teacher evaluation instruments. An effort was made to 
identify at least three clusters of factor subscales for each set of instruments. In addition, these 
items were measured against student achievement scores from criterion-referenced tests in 
reading, language arts, and mathematics to determine which items, if any, were associated with 
high smdent achievement. And finally, additional items reflecting exemplary teaching practices in 
reading, language arts, and mathematics instruction were written and piloted for reliability and 
item discrimination. 
The findings are reported in the order of each research question posed with the 
corresponding null hypothesis stated where applicable. This smdy was directed by the abbreviated 
questions: 
la-d. Will the 20 items from each smdent feedback instrument factor out into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
2a-d. Will factor subscales from each 20-item smdent feedback instrument be statistically 
reliable? 
3a-d. Will there be an association between the 20 items from each smdent feedback 
instrument with smdent achievement scores from the criterion-referenced tests in 
reading, language arts, and mathematics? 
4a-f. Will the modified and/or new items and instruments be statistically reliable and 
discriminating (ability to sort)? 
This chapter is divided into four sections, those being 1) descriptive data, 2) factor analysis 
data, 3) correlational data, and 4) reliability and discrimination data. Descriptive analysis and 
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inferential results for each set (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12) of smdent feedback instruments will be 
discussed and the results displayed in table form. 
Descriptive Results 
As mentioned earlier, the K-2 instrument uses a three-point rating scale tabulated with the 
values: No=0, Sometimes=2, and Almost Always =4. The three remaining instruments use a 
five-point, Likert-type scales tabulated as follows: Never=0, Not Often=l, Sometimes=2, 
Usually=3, and Almost Always =4. For each instrument, the maximum score a teacher can 
receive is a rating of 80. All items for these instruments were written to reflect generic teaching 
criteria. 
Lower Elementary (K-2) Questionnaire 
The data presented in Table 13 depict mean score ratings and standard deviations for each 
item from the 20-item K-2 smdent feedback instrument. In order to illustrate those behaviors and 
practices in which the smdents have indicated teachers perform best, data are displayed in mean 
rank order from the highest score to the lowest mean rating score. Those items which are in bold 
print share a close rank order with like items from the upper elementary (3-5) smdent feedback 
instrument. See Table 14. 
Overall, the scores range from a high of 3.96 to a low of 1.58. Item 15, which is the 
highest rated item, states "My teacher is ready for class when it is ready to begin." The lowest 
rated item reads "Our work is too hard for us." A majority of the items fall in the range of 3.96 
to 3.33. Only one question, item 9, which reads "My teacher is fair with everybody," has a mid-
range score of 2.01. Items 5 and 6 both have mean rating scores of 1.58 and 1.92, respectively. 
Inspection of this table reveals that some items have not been written to fit a positive scale. 
For example, a smdent rating his/her teacher on item 2 (We do the same thing in class every 
day.) would rate the teacher low if that teacher presented a variety of activities in which to 
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Table 13. Student feedback to teachers (lower elementary, K-2) 20-item questionnaire: Ranked 
mean scores' 
Item 
no. Question Mean 
Standard 
deviation Nxmiber 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it is time to begin. 3.96 .32 317 
11 I work in this class even if the teacher is not watching. 3.87 .67 317 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 3.86 .62 317 
7 My teacher is usuany prepared for class. 3.84 .64 317 
20 My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in 
each lesson. 3.83 .60 317 
3 I pay attention in class. 3.79 .68 317 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find information 
to help me leam about the lesson. 3.75 .77 317 
4 Our discussions are about the lessons being smdied. 3.74 .83 317 
12 I can get help &om my teacher when I need it. 3.71 .77 317 
13 My teacher tells me that I do good work. 3.68 .88 317 
17 My teacher is easy to understand. 3.66 .83 317 
2 We do the same thing in class every day. 3.65 .94 317 
18 My teacher has us leam hard lessons in small steps. 3.58 1.05 317 
1 My school day is interesting. 3.54 1.02 317 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. 3.54 1.00 317 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 3.48 1.31 317 
19 My teacher explains new things in a way that is 
easy to leam. 3.33 1.28 317 
9 My teacher is fair with everybody. 2.01 1.68 317 
6 My teacher g;ives us homework. 1.92 1.79 317 
5 Our work is too hard for us. 1.58 1.77 317 
*No=0; Sometimes=2; Almost Always=4. 
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Table 14. Student feedback to teachers (upper elementary, 3-5) 20-item questioimaire: Ranked 
mean scores' 
Item 
no. Question Mean 
Standard 
deviation Number 
13 My teacher knows me well. 3.57 .82 444 
12 My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 3.52 .81 444 
20 My teacher is well prepared. 3.52 .87 444 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being smdied. 3.44 .88 444 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way that is 
easy to understand. 3.43 .85 444 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my 
assignment before class is over. 3.37 .86 444 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. 3.36 .97 444 
8 I can get help from my teacher. 3.34 .87 444 
18 My teacher is available to help me during class time 
and other times during the school day. 3.29 .91 444 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. 3.25 1.02 444 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources. 3.21 1.02 444 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. 3.09 1.01 444 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in 
each lesson. 3.07 1.14 444 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do without having 
to wait a long time for it. 2.96 1.19 444 
9 I finish my work before class is over. 2.90 1.23 444 
2 My school day is interesting. 2.85 1.05 444 
6 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 2.83 1.30 444 
3 We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 2.75 1.32 444 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 2.74 1.31 444 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. 2.60 1.37 444 
*No=0; Sometimes=2; Almost Always =4. 
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engage the learner. This is true for item 5 (Our work is too hard for us.), which is the lowest 
rated item on this questionnaire. If a teacher adjusted lessons to fit the learning level of students, 
then an individual teacher would receive a low score for this item. 
Upper EleineTifarv (3-5) OuestinnnairR 
Portrayed in Table 14 is the mean-ranked data from the upper elementary student feedback 
instrument. The scores range from 2.60 (My teacher gives us work to do at home.) to 3.57 (My 
teacher knows me well.). The lowest rated item for the upper elementary instrument was item 4 
(My teacher gives us work to do at home.). This is similar to the K-2 instrument, where item 6 
(My teacher gives us homework.) is rated low as well. Items 20 and 8 also share a close rank 
order with like items on the K-2 instrument. 
Item 9 (I finish my work before class is over.), as written, does not fit the format of a 
positive scale. A teacher's overall mean score for this instrument may not reflect a valid rating of 
positive teaching behaviors. This item was rated low with a mean of 2.90 and a standard deviation 
of 1.23. This suggests that a well-organized and prepared teacher, perhaps one who keeps the 
learner engaged, will receive lower ratings for this item. 
Middle School ('6-8'> Oue5rtionnairft 
Table IS displays descriptive results from the middle school smdent feedback instrument. 
Item 5 (My teacher gives assignments back quickly.) was rated highest with a mean rating of 
3.53. The scores range from 3.53 to a score of 2.13. Inspection of these data reveal multiple 
modes, that is, there is more than one conmion score. This table depicts five modes covering a 
range from a mean of 3.10 (My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
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Table 15. Student feedback to teachers (middle school, 6-8) 20-item questionnaire: Ranked mean 
scores* 
Item 
no. Question Mean 
Standard 
deviation Niraiber 
5 My teacher gives assignments relative to the subject 
we are studjr^. 3.53 .90 1270 
4 My teacher is well prepared for our class. 3.50 .80 1270 
3 My teacher maintains disdplme in the classroom. 3.41 .85 1270 
7 Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 3.32 .93 1270 
2 My teacher is fair with all. 3.19 1.06 1270 
13 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, 
to see if we understand the lesson. 3.10 1.05 1270 
14 My teacher knows more about this subject than 
other teachers I have had. 3.10 1.06 1270 
6 We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 3.09 1.06 1270 
17 My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 3.06 1.04 1270 
10 My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are going 
to do and why we are going to do it. 3.06 1.11 1270 
12 My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy 
to understand. 3.04 1.04 • 1270 
8 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 3.04 1.04 1270 
11 My teacher asks us questions in class to see tfwe 
understand what has been taught. 3.02 1.10 1270 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom resources. 2.99 1.14 1270 
18 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 2.99 1.13 1270 
20 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 2.93 1.23 1270 
16 My teacher often provides materials and worksheets 
for us to use. 2.93 1.13 1270 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.90 1.20 1270 
15 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an 
assignment before class is over. 2.62 1.35 1270 
9 I have more time to do my work than I need. 2.13 1.33 1270 
*Never=0; Not Often=I; Sometimes=2; Usually=3; Almost Always=4. 
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understand the lesson.) to 2.93 (My teacher often provides materials and worksheets for us to 
use.). The median score is 3.05. 
The lowest rated item (I have more time to do my work than I need.) has a mean of 2.13. 
This item is also not written to fit the format of a positive scale where the desired result is a high 
overall mean score indicating positive teaching behaviors. This item would suggest that the 
evaluatee is penalized for receiving a high rating. A low rating would indicate that the teacher 
does not often provide more time than necessary to complete assigned work. On the other hand, a 
high rating would indicate that the teacher does not provide enough work to account for a given 
time period. Whether the rating is high or low, the results would point to inadequate preparation 
or rigid structure and pacing practices. 
Questions 5, 3, and 6, which are bolded, share the same rank order with like questions 
from the high school student feedback instrument. In addition, items 11, 19, and 18, which are 
italicized, share a very close rank order with like questions from the high school instrument. See 
Tables 15 and 16. 
Senior High School (9-12) Oiie.<ainnnaire 
Table 16 charts those items of the same rank order with like items from the middle school 
student feedback instrument. These items are identified by holding; the italicized questions are 
items which share a very close rank order with like questions from the 6-8 questionnaire 
displayed in Table 15. 
The range of scores falls between a mean of 3.29 to a low mean of 1.98. The highest rated 
item (My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we are studying.) on this instrument is 
also the highest rated item on the 6-8 student feedback instrument. The lowest mean item score 
on this instrument is question 14, which rates the teacher on sharing information about media 
center resources. 
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Table 16. Student feedback to teachers (senior high school, 9-12) 20-iteni questionnaire: Ranked 
mean scores* 
Item Standard 
no. Question Mean deviation Number 
3 My teacher gives assignments related to the subject 
we are studjong. 3.29 1.00 1803 
9 My teacher knows a lot about this subject. 3.04 1.08 1803 
6 My teacher maintains discipline in the classroom. 3.03 1.08 1803 
16 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 3.00 1.02 1803 
19 My teacher is available to help me during class time 
and other times during the school day. 2.99 1.08 1803 
15 My teacher is well organized. 2.95 1.05 1803 
10 My homework helps me to learn the subject being taught. 2.92 1.17 1803 
4 We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 2.89 1.13 1803 
20 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to 
see if we understood the lesson. 2.87 1.15 1803 
11 My teacher provides materials and worksheets for us 
to use. 2.83 1.18 1803 
2 My teacher asks questions to see if we understand 
what has been taught. 2.82 1.06 1803 
8 My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 2.70 1.11 1803 
7 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 2.69 1.18 1803 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.64 1.24 1803 
12 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources. 2.62 1.17 1803 
18 My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new 
ways and find ways to solve problems. 2.56 1.22 1803 
17 We work in different groups depending upon the 
activity in which we are involvai. 2.51 1.27 1803 
13 The films or video tapes we watch help us leam about 
the subject we are smdjring. 2.49 1.39 1803 
*Never=0; NotOften=l; Sometimes=2; Usually=3; Almost Always=4. 
Table 16. Continued 
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Item Standard 
no. Question Mean deviation Nimiber 
5 My teacher tells us how we can use what we have 
already learned to leam new things. 2.44 1.21 1803 
14 My teacher tells the class about library/media materials 
that will help us leam about the subject we are 
studying, when appropriate. 1.98 1.34 1803 
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Factor Analysis Results 
All analyses were conducted using the Principal Component Analysis extraction method and 
the Varimax with Kaiser Normalization rotation method. In an effort to detect a set of variables in 
terms of a smaller number of hypothetical variables, three factors were selected as pan of the 
SPSS options criteria. Referred to as confirmcaory factor analysis, this smdy contained conceptual 
expectations concerning the number of factors and their loadings. The other option is an 
exploratory factor analysis which is mainly used as a means of exploring the imderlying factor 
structure without prior specification of number of factors and their loadings. The results from an 
exploratory factor analysis are included in Appendices H-K. 
Factor loarfinpg 
Data from a series of confirmatory factor analyses are shown in correlational rank order. 
For all tabled results, any correlation value less than . 1 was suppressed. In general, researchers 
suggest that there be at least three to five variables for each factor (Kim & Mueller, 1978) present 
to be deemed adequate for interpretation. And finally, according to Pedhazur and Schmelkin 
(1991), reference to what is a "high" loading is arbitrary. Because it is arbitrary, most researchers 
prefer to speak in terms of "meaningfiil" instead of "high" loadings. However, Pedhazur and 
Schmelkin point out that in most instances, researchers report and interpret loadings for factors 
using a cutoff of .3 (accounting for 9% of the variance) or .4 (accounting for 16% of the 
variance) for what they consider meaningfiil loadings (1991). For this smdy, loadings with a value 
of .7 or higher are viewed as high-, values with loadings that approximate .4 to .6 are considered 
modercae\ and loadings less than .4 are deemed low. 
This section displays the results of a factor analysis for each set of student feedback 
instruments in table format, and results from tests of reliability (for each instrument and for each 
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individual factor) using the Cronbach alpha. Findings are addressed in order of each research 
question. The loadings for each factor are ranked from high to low. 
Research Question la (K-2) 
Will the 20 items from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument factor out into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
Factor results (K-2) 
The results from the rotated component matrix (Table 17) present three factors which 
converged in five iterations. Loadings for Factor One include items 2, 3, 14, 1, and 7. Item 2 has 
a high loading of .718 while the rest of the loadings fall in the moderate range of .400 to .542. 
These questions reflect components from Danielson's (1996) Planning and Preparation domain in 
terms of a variety of learning activities, an awareness of resources available, lesson and unit 
structure, as well as teacher preparation. Mean scores for each of these items clustered within a 
middle range indicating that students did not rate this particular set of items very high or very 
low. 
Factor Two contains items 9, 6, 19, 5, 17, and 16. Items 6 and 9 both have high loadings; 
and items 19, S, and 17 all have loadings in the moderate range. Item 16 loaded with a value of 
.352, which falls in the low range under this factor. These questions reflect the general Classroom 
Environment in terms of student-teacher interaction, expectations, rapport, and establishing a 
culture for learning. It is interesting to note that items 19, 9, 6, and 5 are questions which the 
smdents rated their teachers on the lowest. (See Table 13.) This might suggest that teachers are 
not performing well in the area of providing a positive classroom environmem. 
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Table 17. Student feedback to teachers Qower elementary, K-2) 20-item questionnaire: Rotated 
component matrix ranked 
Item Factor Factor Factor 
no. Question One Two Three 
2 We do the same rhing in class every day. .718 
4 Our discussions are about the lessons being studied. .542 .117 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find information to 
help me learn about the lesson. .530 .254 
1 My school day is interesting. .435 .135 -.268 
7 My teacher is usually prepared for class. .400 
9 My teacher is fair with everybody. .755 
6 My teacher gives us homework. -.143 .742 
19 My teacher explains new things in a way that is 
easy to leam. .146 .535 
5 Our work is too hard for us. -.346 .462 
17 My teacher is easy to understand. .281 .406 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. .295 .352 
18 My teacher has us leam hard lessons in small steps. .313 
20 My teacher tells us what new things we can leam in 
each lesson. .114 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it is time to begin. .161 
12 I can get help from my teacher when I need it. .354 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
13 My teacher tells me that I do good work. .329 .157 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in class. -.210 
3 I pay attention in class. .308 
11 I work in this class even if the teacher is not 
watching. 
-.173 
.215 
.303 
.583 
.496 
.445 
.384 
.375 
.368 
.368 
-.361 
.263 
Questions from the third and last factor almost decisively reflect components from the 
Instructional domain. There are also elements from the Classroom Environment domain with 
respect to monitoring student behavior (discipline). The main components evident in this cluster 
of items include a) engaging students in learning, i.e., representation of content, activities and 
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assignments, and structure and pacing, b) providing feedback to smdents, and c) demonstrating 
responsiveness. Again viewing the ranked means from Table 13, items 15, 11, 8, 20, and 3 were 
given very high ratings by the smdents. These data suggest that teachers are performing well in 
teims of discipline and structure at the lower primary (K-2) level. 
Research Question 2a rK-2) 
Will factor subscales from the lower elementary smdent feedback instrument be statistically 
reliable? 
Reliability of K-2 factors 
Using a Cronbach alpha test of reliability, the overall 20-item reliability for the (K-2) lower 
elementary instrument is .56. The value of the alpha would increase to .57 if item 10 were 
deleted. 
Factor One, Planning and Preparation, with a total of five items has a reliability of .52. 
This alpha increases to .54 if item 1 (My school is interesting.) were deleted. See Table 18. The 
alpha for Factor Two, Classroom Environment, is .58. Factor Two has a total of six items; and no 
items, if deleted, would increase the alpha value. That is, all items (except for item 5, which if 
deleted would not effect the alpha) are necessary in order to maintain the current alpha .58. See 
Table 19. The third factor, Instruction/Environment, has a total of nine items and a low alpha of 
.45. The alpha would increase to .50 if item 3 (I pay attention in class.) were deleted. See Table 
20. 
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Table 18. Reliability analysis for K-2 student feedback instrument: Factor One* 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no. Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
1 My school day is interesting. 3.53 1.03 332 .54 
4 Our discussions are about the lessons 
being studied. 3.71 .86 332 .45 
7 My teacher is usually prepared for class. 3.83 .65 332 .49 
2 We do the same thing in class every day. 3.63 .97 332 .37 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find 
information to help me learn about 
the lesson. 3.72 .82 332 .46 
*No=0; Sometimes=2; Almost Always =4. 
Table 19. Reliability analysis for K-2 student feedback instrument; Factor Two* 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no. Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
9 My teacher is fair with everybody. 2.04 1.69 340 .43 
6 My teacher gives us homework. 1.91 1.80 340 .45 
19 My teacher explains new things in a 
way that is easy to leam. 3.32 1.28 340 .54 
5 Our work is too hard for us. 1.59 1.78 340 .58 
17 My teacher is easy to understand. 3.66 .84 340 .56 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. 3.55 1.00 340 .57 
*No=0; Sometimes=2; Almost Always =4. 
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Table 20. Reliability analysis for K-2 student feedback instrument: Factor Three* 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no. Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
18 My teacher has us leam bard lessons 
in small steps. 3.53 1.03 332 .32 
20 My teacher tells what new things we 
can leam in each lesson. 3.71 .86 332 .43 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it 
is time to begin. 3.83 .65 332 .42 
12 I can get help from my teacher when 
1 need it. 3.63 .97 332 .39 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 3.72 .82 332 .43 
13 My teacher tells me that I do good work. 3.72 .82 332 .40 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 3.72 .82 .332 .42 
3 I pay attention in class. 3.72 .82 332 .50 
11 I work in this class even when the 
teacher is not watching. 3.72 .82 332 .42 
*No=0; Sometimes=2; Almost Always=4. 
Research Question lb (3-5) 
Will the 20 items from the 3-5 student feedback instrument factor out into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
Factor results (3-y> 
The results from the rotated component matrix (Table 21) present three factors which 
converged in 10 iterations. Factor One has 13 items which reflect criteria from three separate 
domains: instruction (seven items), classroom environment (five items), and preparation (one 
item). The components of classroom environment include creating an environment of respect and 
rapport, and establishing a culture for learning. The components of the instructional domain 
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Table 21. Student feedback to teachers (upper elementary, 3-5) 20-item questionnaire: Rotated 
component matrix ranked 
Item Factor Factor Factor 
no. Question One Two Three 
12 My teacher explains the lessons clearly. .750 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my 
assignment before class is over. .741 .118 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way that is 
to understand. .740 .162 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. .644 .176 
20 My teacher is well prepared. .625 -.406 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in 
each lesson. .619 .275 
13 My teacher knows me well. .588 -.114 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. .580 .299 
8 I can get help firom my teacher. .538 .193 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. .530 .251 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. .480 .316 
2 My school day is interesting. .445 .357 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being smdied. .317 .188 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. .128 .747 .147 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do without having 
to wait a long time for it. .111 .724 
6 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. .715 .203 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. -.216 .700 .155 
9 I finish my work before class is over. .128 .570 -.381 
3 We go back over each lesson when we finish it. .184 .272 .596 
18 My teacher is available to help me during class time 
and other times during the school day. .317 .192 .479 
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include communicating clearly, providing structure and pace, using discussion techniques, and 
demonstrating responsiveness to smdents. 
Factor Two has a total of five items with three items falling under an instructional cluster 
(structure, feedback, responsiveness) and two items coming under preparation and planning (time 
allotment for assignments, cohesive lesson/unit planning). On the K-2 instrument, item 8 (My 
teacher makes me follow the rules.) clustered within Factor Three (Instruction and Environment). 
For the 3-5 questionnaire, item 10 (My teacher makes me follow the rules.) may be considered 
more of a practice involving lots of structure rather than a disciplinary practice. 
There are only two items which cluster under a third factor. Items 3 and 18 reflect the 
planning and preparation (cohesive lesson structure) and instructional (availability and 
responsiveness) domains, respectively. There are too few items to make any interpretation of 
factors meaningful. Item 18, with its emphasis on responsiveness to smdents, could be placed with 
items in Factor One; item 3, which reflects cohesive lesson planning, could be moved to Factor 
Two. 
Research Ouestion 2b (3-5) 
Will factor subscales from the middle elementary student feedback instrument be 
statistically reliable? 
Reliability of 3-5 factors 
Using a Cronbach alpha test of reliability, the overall 20-item reUability for the (3-5) lower 
elementary instrument is .83 . All items are necessary to maintain the current alpha value. 
Factor One, Instruction and Environment, with a total of 13 items, has a reliability of .85. 
The deletion of any item would not lower the alpha value significantly. See Table 22. The alpha 
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for Factor Two, Instruction and Preparcaxon, is .76. Factor Two has a total of five items; and 
item 9, if deleted, would increase the alpha value to .77. See Table 23. The third factor has only 
two items and a low alpha of .39. Both values are necessary to mainrain this alpha. See Table 24. 
Research Question Ic (6-8) 
Will the 20 items from the 6-8 student feedback instrument factor out into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
Factor results 
Table 25 illustrates three factorial subscales which converged in seven iterations. The scores 
range from a high of .7 to a moderately low score of .4. Factor One items reflect components 
within the general domain of Planning and Preparation such as demonstrating knowledge of 
content as seen in item 14 (My teacher knows more about this subject than others I have had.); 
and designing coherent instruction. A coherent instructional unit has a well-defined structure. 
Individual activities support the whole, each activity playing an important role. Time allocations 
are reasonable, with opportunities for students to engage in reflection and closure (Danielson, 
1996). Such elements are most notable in items 5, 6, and 7 (My Teacher gives assignments 
related to the subject we are smdying; We discuss and summarize each lesson just smdied; Our 
discussions focus on the topic of the lesson.). 
Factor Two items represent the instructional domain, more specifically, the component 
described as engaging smdents in learning. "If one component can claim to be the most important, 
this is the one. Engaging smdents in learning is the raison d'etre of education" (Danielson, 1996, 
p. 95). Student engagement consists of several distinct, yet related, elements: 
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Table 22. Reliability analysis for 3-5 student feedback instrument: Factor One* 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no. Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
12 My teacher explains the lessons clearly. 3.52 .81 448 .83 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I 
finish my assignment before class is over. 3.38 .88 448 .83 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a 
way that is easy to understand. 3.43 .85 448 .83 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I 
do good work. 3.35 .97 448 .83 
20 My teacher is well prepared. 3.52 .85 448 .84 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we 
can learn in each lesson. 3.07 1.14 448 .84 
13 My teacher knows me weU. 3.57 .81 448 .84 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. 3.09 1.00 448 .84 
8 I can get help from my teacher. 3.34 .89 448 .84 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 3.20 1.01 448 .84 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. 3.25 1.01 448 .84 
2 My school day is interesting. 2.84 1.05 448 .84 
5 Our discussions are about the subject 
being smdied. 3.43 .88 448 .85 
*No=0; Sometimes=2; Almost Always =4. 
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Table 23. Reliability analysis for 3-5 student feedback instrument; Factor Two* 
Item 
no. Question Mean 
Standard 
deviation Cases 
Alpha if 
item deleted 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 2.73 1.32 464 .67 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do 
without having to wait a long time for it. 2.94 1.21 464 .70 
6 My teacher gives our work back to us 
quickly. 2.81 1.32 464 .67 
9 I finish my work before class is over. 2.87 1.24 464 .77 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. 2.60 1.37 464 .71 
*No=0; Sometimes=2; Almost Always =4. 
Table 24. Reliability analysis for 3-5 smdent feedback instrument: Factor Three' 
Item 
no. Question Mean 
Standard Alpha if 
deviation Cases item deleted 
3 We go back over each lesson when 
we finish it. 
18 My teacher is available to help me 
during class time and other times 
during the school day. 
2.74 
3.27 
1.33 
.93 
464 
464 
*No=0; Sometimes=2; Ahnost Always =4. 
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Table 25. Student feedback to teachers (middle school 6-8) 20-item questionnaire; Rotated 
component matrix ranked 
Item Factor Factor Factor 
no. Question One Two Three 
4 My teacher is well prepared for our class. .76 .20 
5 My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are studying. .71 .28 
7 Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. .69 .32 .15 
3 My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. .62 .12 .14 
6 We discuss and summarize each lesson just smdied. .59 .34 .16 
2 My teacher is fair with all. .58 .48 .14 
14 My teacher knows more about this subject than 
other teachers I have had. .57 .36 .17 
11 My teacher asks us questions in class to see if 
we understand what has been taught. .54 .41 .25 
13 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it. 
to see if we understand the lesson. .48 .48 .17 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. .34 .71 .12 
20 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. .37 .70 
9 I have more time to do my work than I need. .68 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. .39 .67 .14 
12 My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is 
easy to understand. .52 .58 .11 
15 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an 
assignment before the class is over. .57 .44 
10 My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are 
going to do and why we are going to do it. .46 .57 .11 
8 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. .48 .48 .30 
18 My teacher returns tests and assigiunents quickly. .45 .46 .26 
17 My teacher gives tests and quizzes. .23 .82 
16 My teacher often provides materials and worksheets 
for us to use. .28 .29 .69 
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representation of content, activities and assignments, grouping of students, uses of materials and 
resources, and structure and pacing. The latter, structure and pacing, is reflected in items 20, 9, 
and 15 (My teacher gives us enough time to do our work; I have more time to do my work than I 
need; My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an assigmnent before the class is over.). 
Item 12 (My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy to understand.) denotes 
representation of content. The ability of a teacher to help students understand new content has 
enormous bearing on their learning. This element is also reflected, to a certain extent, in item 1 
(My teacher makes class work interesting.). Item 1 may also fall under the category of "pizzazz" 
and/or supportive classroom environment. 
Items 17 and 16 (My teacher gives tests and quizzes; My teacher often provides materials 
and worksheets for us to use.) fall under Factor Three and could be described as independent 
practice relating to the use of materials and assessments. A teacher does not automatically engage 
a student in learning by simply giving quizzes and worksheets. These activities in and of 
themselves do not promote learning. Rather, it is how they are used by the teacher and student. 
The results of the (6-8) exploratory factor analysis grouped these items with Factor One, 
Planning and Preparation. See Table 45 in Appendix J. 
Research Question 2c (6-8) 
Will factor subscales from the middle school smdent feedback instrument be statistically 
reliable? 
Reliability of 6-8 factors 
The Cronbach alpha test of reliability for die 20-item (6-8) middle school instrument is .94. 
According to the item-total statistics, any item, if deleted, will not change the alpha coefRcient 
substantially. 
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Viewing Table 26, the reliability for the nine items m Factor One is .88. This is only 
slightly lower than the overall reliability for the 20-item smdent feedback instrument. The deletion 
of any item in this first factor will not affect the overall reliability for this group of items. Table 
27 presents the reliability results for Factor Two. This group consists of nine items as well, with a 
reliability of .88. And finally, the last two items contained in the third factor show a reliability of 
.60. This figure is rather low and may, in part, be accounted for due to the few nimiber of items 
in this subgroup. See Table 28. 
Table 26. Reliability analysis for 6-8 smdent feedback instrument: Factor One* 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no. Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
4 My teacher is well prepared for our class. 3.50 .80 .86 
5 My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are smdjdng. 3.53 .90 .87 
7 Our discussions focus on the topic of the 
lesson. 3.32 .93 .86 
3 My teacher maintains discipline in our 
classroom. 3.41 .85 .87 
6 We discuss and summarize each lesson 
just studied. 3.09 1.06 .86 
2 My teacher is fair with all. 3.19 1.06 .86 
11 My teacher asks us questions in class to 
see if we understand what has been taught. 3.02 1.10 .86 
13 My teacher looks at our work, as we are 
doing it, to see if we understand the lesson. 3.10 1.05 .87 
14 My teacher knows more about this subject 
than other teachers I have had. 3.10 1.06 .87 
*Never=0; Not Often=l; Sometimes=2; Usually=3; Almost Always=4. 
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Table 27. Reliability analysis for 6-8 student feedback instrument: Factor Two* 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no. Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
I My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.90 1.20 1292 .85 
20 My teacher gives us enough time to do 
our work. 2.93 1.23 1292 .86 
9 I have more time to do my work than 
I need. 2.13 1.33 1292 .88 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 2.99 1.14 1292 .86 
12 My teacher explains new ideas in a way 
that is easy to understand. 3.04 1.04 1292 .86 
15 My teacher has work for me to do if I 
finish an assignment before the class is 
over. 2.62 1.35 1292 .88 
10 My teacher starts lessons explaining what 
we are going to do and why we are going 
to do it. 3.06 1.11 1292 .86 
8 My teacher likes it when we ask questions . 3.04 1.04 1292 .86 
18 My teacher returns tests and assignments 
quickly. 2.99 1.13 1292 .87 
'Never=0; NotOflen=l; Sometimes=2; Usually=3 ; Almost Always=4. 
Table 28. Reliability analysis for 6-8 student feedback instnmient: Factor Three' 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no. Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
16 My teacher often provides materials and 
worksheets for us to use. 2.93 1.13 1323 — 
17 My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 3.06 1.04 1323 — 
*Never=0; NotOflen=l; Sometimes=2; Usually=3; Almost Always =4. 
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Research Question Id (9-12) 
Will the 20 items from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument factor out into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
Factor results (9-12) 
The twelve items which comprise Factor One contain elements from two domains of 
teaching as described by Danielson (1996). These are classroom environment and instruction. 
Generally speaking, a supportive classroom environment is in service to instruction. The items 
which reflect the environment component are 15, 16, 1, and 19 (My teacher is well organized; 
My teacher likes it when we ask questions; My teacher makes class work interesting; My teacher 
is available to help me during class time and other times during the school day.). These items all 
have moderately high loadings: .67, .67, .65, and .65, respectively. 
A distinction must be made between being well prepared and well organized. It is 
commonly accepted that for a teacher to be well prepared for instruction, he/she must be well 
organized in terms of having activities planned and resources readily available. However, being 
prepared includes not only organization of the tangible and physical environment, but also 
knowing and using appropriate teaching strategies, content pedagogy, and other behavioral 
instructional skills. Therefore, the preparedness variable is placed within the domain of Planning 
and Preparation; being well organized is placed in Classroom Environment, specifically, under 
the components of managing classroom procedures and organizing physical space. 
The items which exhibit elements from the instructional domain include 20, 8, 18, 2, 5, and 
7. Items 20, 8, and 7 (My teacher looks at work, as we are doing it, to see if we understand the 
lesson; My teacher gives me feedback about my performance; My teacher returns tests and 
assignments quickly.) reflect the feedback component within the instructional domain Items 18, 
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2, and 5 (My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways and find new ways to solve 
problems; My teacher asks questions to see if we understand what has b'?en taught; My teacher 
tells us how we can use what we have already learned to learn new things.) appear to feature 
elements from the Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques component. These loadings fall 
within the moderate range. 
Items from factor two cluster under a component of teaching described as independent 
practice—those instructional practices which are the prerogative of the teacher and do not 
necessarily impact smdent learning. The label for factor three is derived from Dietz's (1996) 
smdy in which the label given to those items depicting use of resources and materials is aptly 
named: use of supplementary materials. See Table 29. 
Research Question 2d (9-12) 
Will factor subscales from the high school smdent feedback instrument be statistically 
reliable? 
Reliabilitv of 9-12 factors 
The Cronbach alpha test of reliability for the 20-item smdent feedback (9-12) high school 
instrument is .93. Any deletion of an item will not change the coefScient score. 
Viewing Table 30, the reliability for the 12 items in Factor Qne is .92. Again, this is only 
slighdy lower than the overall reliability for the 20-iteni student feedback instrument. The deletion 
of any item in this first factor will not affect the overall reliability for this group of items. Table 
31 displays the reliability results for Factor Two. This group consists of only four items and has a 
reliability of .78. However, items 3, 4, and 10 must all be retained in order for this group to 
maintain the current reliability level. Item 11, if dropped, will reduce the alpha to .77. Factor 
Three also contains four items and has a reliability of .78 as well. All items must be retained in 
order for the current alpha to remain at .78. 
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Table 29. Student feedback to teachers (high school 9-12) 20-item questionnaire; Rotated 
component matrix ranked 
Item Factor Factor Factor 
no. Question One Two Three 
15 My teacher is well organized. .67 .29 .12 
16 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. .67 .36 .18 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. .65 .17 .41 
19 My teacher is available to help me during class time 
and other times during the school day. .65 .32 .23 
9 My teacher knows a lot about this subject. .63 .35 .14 
20 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it. 
to see if we understand the lesson. .63 .26 .27 
6 My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. .61 .30 .11 
8 My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. .61 .23 .36 
18 My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new 
ways and find new ways to solve problems. .59 .19 .42 
2 My teacher asks questions to see if we understand 
what has been taught. .55 .54 .19 
5 My teacher tells us how we can use what we have 
already learned to learn new things. .54 .19 .47 
7 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. .47 .44 .21 
3 My teacher gives assignments related to the subject 
we are smdying. .29 .76 
4 We discuss and simunarize each lesson we have 
just smdied. .34 .71 .20 
11 My teacher provides materials and worksheets 
for us to use. .12 .65 .38 
10 My homework helps me to leam the subject 
being taught. .40 .59 .27 
14 My teacher tells the class about library/media 
materials that will help us leam about the subject 
we are stodying, when appropriate. .14 .21 .79 
13 The films or videotapes we watch help us leam 
about the subject we are studying. .15 .24 .74 
12 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. .48 .11 .63 
17 We work in different groups depending upon the 
activity in which we are involved. .50 .53 
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Table 30. Reliability analysis for 9-12 student feedback instrument: Factor One' 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no. Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
15 My teacher is well organized. 2.95 1.05 1848 .91 
16 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 2.70 1.11 1848 .91 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.64 1.24 1848 .91 
9 My teacher knows a lot about this subject. 3.04 1.08 1848 .91 
6 My teacher maintains discipline in our 
classroom. 3.03 1.08 1848 .91 
8 My teacher gives me feedback about my 
performance. 2.70 1.11 1848 .91 
2 My teacher asks questions to see if we 
understand what has been taught. 2.82 1.06 1848 .91 
5 My teacher tells us how we can use what 
we have already learned to leam new things. 2.44 1.21 1848 .91 
7 My teacher returns tests and assignments 
quickly. 2.69 1.18 1848 .91 
19 My teacher is available to help me during 
class time and other times dtiring the 
school day. 2.99 1.08 1848 .91 
18 My teacher encourages us to look at 
problems in new ways and find new ways 
to solve problems. 2.56 1.22 1848 .91 
20 My teacher looks at our work, as we are 
doing it, to see if we understand the lesson. 2.87 1.15 1848 .91 
'Never=0; Not Often=l; Sometimes=2; Usually=3; Almost Always=4. 
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Table 31. Reliability analysis for 9-12 student feedback instrument: Factor Two' 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no- Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
3 My teacher gives assignments related 
to the subject we are smdjong. 3.29 1.00 1869 .73 
4 We discuss and simimarize each lesson 
we have just studied. 2.89 1.13 1869 .71 
11 My teacher provides materials and 
worksheets for us to use. 2.83 1.18 1869 .77 
10 My homework helps me to learn the 
subject being taught. 2.92 1.17 1869 .72 
*Never=0; Not Often=l; Sometimes=2; Usually=3 ; Almost Always=4. 
Table 32. Reliability analysis for 9-12 student feedback instrument: Factor Three* 
Item Standard Alpha if 
no. Question Mean deviation Cases item deleted 
13 The films or videotapes we watch help 
us leam about the subject we are smdying . 2.49 1.39 1838 .73 
14 My teacher tells the class about library/ 
media materials that will help us leam 
about the subject we are studying, when 
appropriate. 1.98 1.34 1838 .73 
12 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 2.62 1.17 1838 .72 
17 We work in different groups depending 
upon the activity in which we are involved. 2.51 1.27 1838 .75 
*Never=0; Not Often=l; Sometimes=2; Usually=3; Almost Always=4. 
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Correlation Results 
A one-tailed, product moment coefficient correlation (Pearson r) was used to determine the 
strength of a relationship between items from four sets of smdent feedback instruments and 
achievement scores firom criterion-referenced tests (CRT) in reading, language arts, and 
mathematics. When viewing Tables 33 through 36, a single asterisk by the coefficient number 
signifies significance at the .05 level and a double asterisk indicates a significance at the .01 level. 
A positive correlation implies that the more a particular behavior is carried out, the more learning 
that is occurring. A negative correlation insinuates that the more a particular behavior is carried 
out, the less students are learning, that is, achievement scores go down. 
This section of chapter four is organized by a research question and corresponding 
operational (null) hypothesis statement for each set of student feedback instrument items and 
achievement results from the CRTs. 
Research Question 3a (K-l) 
Will ±ere be an association between items from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
Null Hypothesis la 
There is no association of items from the K-2 smdent feedback instnmient to smdent 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
Table 33 illustrates that no items from the lower elementary instrument correlated either 
with reading or language arts. However, three items from this instrument show a correlation with 
mathematics scores. Two items have a positive correlation with significance levels at .01 (Our 
disaissions are about the lessons being studied; My teacher makes me follow the rules.). The 
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Table 33. Intercorrelations among measures of student achievement in Reading, Language Arts, 
and Mathematics with the (K-2) smdent feedback instrument 
Item Language 
no. Question Reading Arts Mathematics 
I My school day is interesting. -.03 -.06 -.06 
2 We do the same thing in class every day. .12 .00 .06 
3 I pay attention in class. -.03 -.07 .06 
4 Our discussions are about the lessons being smdied. .14 -.16 .26** 
5 Our work is too hard for us. -.08 -.05 -.16=^ 
6 My teacher gives us homework. -.08 .06 -.03 
7 My teacher is usually prepared for class. .02 -.12 .01 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. -.07 .06 .23** 
9 My teacher is fair with everybody. -.03 -.07 -.14 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in class. .05 -.00 -.01 
11 I work in this class even if the teacher is not 
watching. -.01 .01 .00 
12 I can get help from my teacher when I need it. .07 -.04 .04 
13 My teacher tells me that I do good work. .07 .01 .07 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find information 
to help me leam about the lesson. -.11 -.13 -.06 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it is time to 
begin. .02 -.06 .11 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. .14 .03 -.08 
17 My teacher is easy to understand. -.01 -.00 -.01 
18 My teacher has us leam hard lessons in small steps. .03 -.05 -.04 
19 My teacher explains new things in a way that is 
easy to leam. .02 .02 .02 
20 My teacher tells us what new things we can leam in 
each lesson. -.04 -.00 .01 
* p<.05. 
** p<.Ol. 
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third item (Our work is too hard for us.) has a low negative correlation of -. 16 and is significant 
at the .05 level. 
Items four and eight demonstrate teaching practices which on content coupled with 
structure and discipline which are necessary ingredients for successfiil learning in a mathematics 
classroom. Item five presents a dilemma for the person being rated in that the higher the rating is 
on this item, the lower the math test scores will be from smdents. 
Research Question 3b (3-5) 
Will there be an association between items from the 3-5 student feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
Null Hvpothesis lb 
There is no association of items from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument to student 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
Table 34 displays the correlation results among measures of smdent achievement in three 
content areas with items from the middle elementary smdent feedback instrument. Four items 
from this instrument indicate an associate with reading language arts, and/or mathematics. Items 4 
(My teacher gives us work to do at home.) and 15 (My teacher has us work at the right pace.) 
both show an association with achievement in language arts. Item 4 has a low, positive correlation 
of .13, while item 15 exhibits a low negative correlation of - .13. Both items are significant at the 
.05 level. Item 8 (I can get help from my teacher.) reveals low, negative correlations with all 
three content areas. For reading this coefGcient is -.15 and significant at .05, language arts is 
-.20 and significant at .01, and mathematics is -.14 with a significance of .05. Item 16 (My 
teacher tells us what new things we can learn in each lesson.) has an association with reading and 
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Table 34. Intercorrelations among measures of smdent achievement in Reading, Language Arts, 
and Mathematics with the (3-5) student feedback instrument 
Item 
no. Question Reading 
Language 
Arts Mathematics 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. -.01 -.06 .06 
2 My school day is interesting. -.02 -.02 .02 
3 We go back over each lesson when we finish it. .05 -.02 .03 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. -.03 .13* .06 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being 
smdied. -.11 -.08 -.09 
6 My teacher gives oiu* work back to us quickly. .06 -.03 .01 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do 
good work. -.02 -.09 -.03 
8 I can get help from my teacher. -.15* - .20** -.14* 
9 I finish my work before class is over. -.05 -.08 .03 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. -.05 -.07 .02 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait a long time for it. -.03 -.02 .01 
12 My teacher explains the lesson clearly. -.06 -.09 -.04 
13 My teacher knows me well. -.05 -.09 -.00 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my 
assignment before class is over. -.04 -.00 .04 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. -.06 -.13* -.11 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
leam in each lesson. -.15* -.16** -.09 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to imderstand. -.02 -.06 .03 
18 My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. -.03 -.11 -.04 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. .07 -.01 .11 
20 My teacher is well prepared. -.08 -.08 -.04 
•;><.05. 
*» p<.Ql. 
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language arts which are also negative correlations of - .15 with a .05 significance level and -. 16 
significant at the .01 level. 
Item 4 is the only positive association illustrated in Table 34. All other relationships depict 
low, negative correlations. Results from item 8 implies that the more help students receives from 
their teachers the lower the scores will be on the CRTs. Perhaps smdents who need the most help 
perform the least well. 
Research Question 3c (6-8) 
Will there be an association between items from the 6-8 student feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
Nxill Hvpothesis Ic 
There is no association of items from the 6-8 student feedback instrument to smdent 
achievement in language arts, reading, and mathematics. 
There are 10 items from the upper elementary instrument which show significant -
relationships among the three content areas. All of these relationships are low, positive 
correlations. Two items correlate significantly with reading, eight items have a significant 
correlation with language arts, and four items are significantly correlated with mathematics. See 
Table 35. 
Items 5 (My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we are smdying) and 17 (My 
teacher gives tests and quizzes) reflect low, positive associations with reading scores from the 
CRTs. Items 1, 2, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, and 19 all demonstrate positive, low associations with 
language arts. These items mainly focus on behaviors that involve a positive classroom 
environment, the use of resources and materials, and content knowledge. Items 1, 14, 17, and 19 
96 
Table 35. Intercorrelations among measures of smdent achievement in Reading, Language Arts, 
and Mathematics with the (6-8) smdent feedback instrument 
Item 
no. Question Reading 
Language 
Arts Mathematics 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. .08 .15* 
2 My teacher is fair with all. -.04 .13* .07 
3 My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. .06 .05 -.03 
4 My teacher is well prepared for our class. .05 .09 .04 
5 My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are smdying. .20* -.02 -.01 
6 We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. .10 .07 .07 
7 Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. .14 .05 -.03 
8 My teacher Ukes it when we ask questions. .07 .08 .09 
9 I have more time to do my work than I need. .07 .15** .01 
10 My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are 
going to do and why we are going to do it. .08 .11* .01 
11 My teacher asks us questions in class to see if 
we understand what has been taught. .16 .09 .05 
12 My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is 
easy to imderstand. .05 .12* .06 
13 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, 
to see if we understand the lesson. .09 -.01 -.02 
14 My teacher knows more about this subject than 
other teachers I have had. .08 .12* .11* 
15 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an 
assignment before the class is over. -.06 -.09 -.06 
16 My teacher often provides materials and worksheets 
for us to use. .17 .15** .06 
17 My teacher gives tests and quizzes. .28** .07 .12* 
18 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. .08 .07 -.03 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. .04 .13* .12* 
20 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. .05 .06 .09 
* p<.05. 
** p<.01. 
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have low, positive associations with mathematics. Three of these items share significant 
correlations with language arts, and one item, item 17 (My teacher gives tests and quizzes) shares 
an association with reading. Again, these items reflect practices associated with classroom 
environment, content knowledge by the teachers, and the use of activities and resources. 
Research Question 3d (9-12) 
Will there be an association between items from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in language arts and math? 
Null Hypothesis Id 
There is no association of items from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument to smdent 
achievement in language arts and mathematics. 
For the 9-12 smdent feedback questionnaire, there were no correlations computed for 
reading due to this content area not being taught at the high school level for this sample. Three 
items display significant associations with language arts and mathematics. All of these associations 
are low, negative correlations. See Table 36. 
Items 7 (My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly), 10 (My homework helps me to 
leam the subject being taught), and 13 (The films or videotapes we watch help us learn about the 
subjects we are smdying) demonstrate significant negative correlations. Item 10 is the only item 
associated with language arts. Item seven is the only question with a significance of .01. The 
other two items have significance levels of .05. 
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Table 36. Intercorrelations among measures of student achievement in Reading, Language Arts, 
and Mathematics with the (9-12) student feedback instrument 
Item 
no. Question 
Language 
Reading Arts Mathematics 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. — 
2 My teacher asks questions to see if we understand 
what has been taught. — 
3 My teacher gives assignments related to the subject 
we are smdying. — 
4 We discuss and summarize each lesson just smdied. — 
5 My teacher tells us how we can use what we have 
already learned to leam new things. — 
6 My teacher maintains discipline in the classroom. — 
7 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. — 
8 My teacher gives me feedback about my 
performance. — 
9 My teacher knows a lot about this subject. — 
10 My homework helps me to leam the subject 
being taught. — 
11 My teacher provides materials and worksheets 
for us to use. ~ 
12 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. — 
13 The films or video tapes we watch help us leam 
about the subject we are studying. — 
14 My teacher tells the class about library/media 
materials that will help us leam about the subject 
we are studying, when appropriate. — 
15 My teacher is well organize. — 
16 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. — 
17 We work in different groups depending upon the 
activity in which we are involved. — 
.00 
-.07 
-.02 
-.07 
.04 
-.01 
.02 
.03 
.01 
-.10* 
-.01 
.04 
-.04 
.06 
.07 
-.02 
-.04 
.01 
.02 
.02 
.04 
.03 
.02 
.14** 
.04 
.03 
.11* 
.05 
.01 
.12* 
.05 
.07 
.03 
-.02 
* p<.05. 
** p<.01. 
Table 36. Continued 
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Item Language 
no. Question Reading Arts Mathematics 
18 My teacher encourages us to look at problems 
in new ways and find ways to solve problems. — - .00 - .06 
19 My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. - - .08 - .06 
20 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, 
to see if we understood the lesson. — - .04 .01 
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Item Discriminatioii/Reliabilitjr Results 
The findings for this section of Chapter IV include item discrimination and reliability results 
from a revised set of K-I2 smdent feedback instruments. Additional items were written to reflect 
teaching behaviors associated with reading, mathematics, and language arts instruction. These 
items were written to provide an evaluation instrument for teachers that would reflect their 
particular expertise in the subjects they teach. This reflects a shift in attention away from models 
and evaluators to a more centralized focus on content knowledge and subject-matter expertise. 
The Menne-Tolsma formula for computing item discrimination was used for this set of data. 
To use this procedure, at least two groups (of teachers) with a miTHTnnm of 15 smdents for each 
teacher are needed. The sample used to pilot these items came from two small Iowa school 
districts. Participation in this smdy was voluntary. As a result, the upper elementary and high 
school sample returns were too small to use the Menne-Tolsma formula for determining item 
discrimination. Therefore, items from the 6-8 mathematics instrument and both 9-12 language 
arts and mathematics instrument items are presented with reliability results only. No item 
discrimination information is provided for these data. 
It should also be noted that since lower and middle elementary classrooms contain 
instruction in all content areas, items for aU three content areas were included on each of the K-2 
and 3-5 student feedback instruments. The total number of items for each of these instruments is 
30 (20 original items; five language arts/reading items; five mathematics items). Tables 37-39 
contain a column for item discrimination percent; an asterisk next to the percent figure indicates 
discrimination of 13 percent or higher. A double asterisk next to the percent figiure indicates a 
discrimination of .22 or which is significant at the .01 level. 
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Research Question 4a fK-2) 
Will the modified and/or new items from the K-2 instrument be statistically reliable and 
discriminating (ability to sort)? 
Hypothesis 2a 
There will be no item discrimination from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument. 
Ten additional items which reflect teaching practices in reading, language arts, and 
mathematics instruction were added to the lower elementary smdent feedback instrument. Of the 
original 20 items, seven items discriminated at the .05 level. Six of the 10 new items also 
discriminated at .05. In total, there were 13 items with discrimination greater than 13 percent. 
These 13 items together have a Cronbach alpha reliability of .77. The overall reliability for the 
K-2 instrument is .87. See Table 37. 
Research Question 4b (3-5) 
Will the modified and/or new items from the 3-5 instrument be statistically reliable and 
discriminating (ability to sort)? 
Hypothesis 2b 
There will be no item discrimination from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument. 
For the middle elementary instrument, 14 items discriminated at .05. Eight items from the 
original set of items show a discrimination greater than 13 percent. Six of the new items 
discriminate at .05 as well. The Cronbach alpha reliability based on the 14 items is .74. The 
overall reliability for this instrument is .86. The middle elementary had the highest return with 
249 subjects. See Table 38. 
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Table 37. Mean ratings including item discrimination for the 30-item (K-2) student feedback 
instrument: All subjects* 
Item 
no. Question 
Standard Item 
Mean deviation discrimination 
(percent) 
1 My school day is interesting. 
2 We do the same thing in class every day. 
3 I pay attention in class. 
4 Our discussions are about the lessons being smdied. 
5 Our work is too hard for us. 
6 My teacher gives us homework. 
7 My teacher is usually prepared for class. 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
9 My teacher is fair with everybody. 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 
11 I work in this class even if the teacher is not 
watching. 
12 1 can get help from my teacher when I need it. 
13 My teacher tells me that I do good work. 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find information 
to help me learn about the lesson. 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it is time to 
begin. 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. 
17 My teacher is easy to understand. 
18 My teacher has us leam hard lessons in small steps. 
19 My teacher explains new things in a way that is 
easy to leam. 
2.70 
1.55 
2.82 
2.76 
1.91 
2.05 
2.79 
2.87 
2.79 
2.53 
2.64 
2.66 
2.89 
2.79 
2.76 
2.54 
2.72 
2.68 
2.36 
0.56 
0.77 
0.60 
0.58 
0.91 
0.84 
0.55 
0.50 
0.61 
0.82 
0.72 
0.57 
0.31 
0.44 
0.63 
0.68 
0.70 
0.59 
0.77 
4 
46 
6 
3 
16 
42 
1 
5 
7 
15 
3 
22 
- 1 1  
4 
6 
4 
8 
35 
"Cronbach alpha reliability based on 13 items with discrimination> 13% is .77; mmiber of 
subjects=76; coefficient alpha=.87. 
*p < .05 for items with discrimination > 13 %. 
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Table 37. Continued 
Item 
no. Question 
Standard Item 
Mean deviation discrimination 
(percent) 
20 My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in 
each lesson. 2.71 0.67 18 
21 My teacher lets us help each other. 2.70 0.56 21 
22 I can check my answers with other students. 2.29 0.81 21 
23 My teacher lets me tell the class how I got 
an answer. 2.26 0.77 35 
24 My teacher cares if I do not finish my work. 2.25 0.88 32 
25 I know why I am learning to do math. 2.87 0.50 11 
26 My teacher has us read to each other. 2.61 0.63 5 
27 We talk about the books we are reading. 2.66 0.62 15 
28 I am encouraged to take books home to read. 2.70 0.65 33 
29 My teacher helps me correct my mistakes. 2.82 0.51 9 
30 I know why I am learning to read and write. 2.95 0.36 4 
104 
Table 38. Mean ratings including item discrimination for the 30-item (3-5) student feedback 
instrument: All subjects' 
Item 
no. Question Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
Item 
discrimination 
(percent) 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. 3.73 1.09 18 * 
2 My school day is interesting. 3.48 1.09 9 
3 We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 3.32 1.19 8 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. 2.80 1.19 31 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being smdied. 4.13 0.99 13 * 
6 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 3.18 1.22 19 * 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do good 
work. 4.17 1.10 6 
8 I can get help from my teacher. 4.44 0.92 12 
9 I finish my work before class is over. 3.64 0.94 17 * 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 4.65 0.80 11 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait a long time for it. 3.44 1.23 15 * 
12 My teacher explains the lessons clearly. 4.40 0.84 12 
13 My teacher knows me well. 4.31 1.01 12 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish 
my assignment before class is over. 2.95 1.18 14 * 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. 4.16 1.08 7 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 3.84 1.16 7 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand. 4.20 0.97 12 
18 My teacher is available to help me during 
class time and other times during the day. 3.93 1.02 10 
*Cronbach alpha reliability based on 14 items with discrimination > 13% is .74; number of 
subjects=249; coefficient alpha=.86. 
*p< .05 for items with discrimination > 13%. 
Table 38. Continued 
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Item Standard Item 
no. Question Mean deviation discrimination 
(percent) 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 4.01 1.11 13 
20 My teacher is well prepared. 4.32 0.89 8 
21 My teacher allows us to help one another with 
math problems. 3.20 1.20 22 
22 My teacher allows me to discuss my answers 
with other smdents. 2.45 1.24 29 
23 My teacher has me explain aloud to the class 
how I solved a math problem. 3.04 1.22 17 
24 My teacher makes sure I understand my mistakes. 4.24 1.08 14 
25 It is very important to my teacher that I finish 
my work. 4.43 0.96 12 
26 My teacher lets us read aloud to one another. 2.84 1.27 7 
27 We often share our thoughts with one another 
about what we have read in class. 3.08 1.25 7 
28 My teacher encourages us to read outside of school. 3.33 1.52 20 
29 My teacher aUows us to correct each other's work. 3.51 1.24 27 
30 I am given a choice of topics to read and write about. 3.46 1.21 9 
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Research Question 4c (6-8): Language arts 
Will the modified and/or new items from the 6-8 language arts instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
Hypotheses 2c 
There will be no item discrimination from the 6-8 language arts student feedback 
instrument. 
Table 39 charts 11 items with discrimination greater than 13 percent. Ten of the original 
items discriminate at .05 and only item 25 (I am given a choice of topics to read and write about.) 
of the added items discriminates at 16 percent. The reliability for the II items is .70 while the 
cumulated reliability for the instrument is .89. 
Research Question 4d (6-8): Mathematics 
Will the modified and/or new items from the 6-8 mathematics instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
Table 40 presents the reliability for the 25-item upper elementary mathematics instrument. 
The return was low with 30 subjects participating. Since only one group participated, an item 
discrimination was not computed for this set of data. The Cronbach alpha for this instrument is 
.91. 
Research Question 4e (9-12): Language arts 
Will the modified and/or new items from the 9-12 language arts instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
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Table 39. Mean ratings including item discrimination for the 25-item (6-8) smdent feedback 
instrument: Language Arts* 
Item 
no. Question 
Standard Item 
Mean deviation discrimination 
(percent) 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. 3.31 0.93 
2 My teacher is fair with all. 4.02 1.11 
3 My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 4.25 0.94 
4 My teacher is well prepared for our class. 4.69 0.66 
5 My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subjects we are smdying. 4.73 0.57 
6 We discuss and sunmiarize each lesson just smdied. 3.71 1.07 
7 Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 4.32 0.76 
8 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 4.13 0.99 
9 I have more time to do my work than I need. 3.11 1.02 
10 My teacher starts lessons explaining what we 
are going to do and why we are going to do it. 3.48 1.05 
11 My teacher asks us questions in class to see if 
we understand what has been taught. 4.14 1.00 
12 My teacher explains new ideas in a way that 
is easy to understand. 3.73 1.00 
13 My teacher looks at our work as we are doing 
it to see if we imderstand the lesson. 3.26 1.19 
14 My teacher knows more about this subject 
than other teachers I have had. 3.92 0.99 
15 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish 
an assignment before class is over. 3.24 1.68 
16 My teacher often provides materials and 
worksheets for us to use. 3.56 1.03 
14 * 
14 * 
13 * 
5 
11 
6 
9 
5 
11 
19 * 
4 
15 * 
30 * 
29 » 
61 * 
4 
"Cronbach alpha reliability based on 11 items with discrimination > 13% is .79; number of 
subjects=93; coefficient alpha=.89. 
*p < .05 for items with discrimination > 13 %. 
Table 39. Continued 
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Item 
no. Question 
Standard Item 
Mean deviation discrimination 
(percent) 
17 My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 
18 My teacher returns tests and assignments 
quickly. 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 
20 My teacher gives us enough time to do 
our work. 
21 My teacher has us give a personal reaction, 
in writing, to varioxis texts we have read. 
22 My teacher has us read each other's written 
assignment so we can provide each other 
with feedback. 
23 My teacher determines how much I already 
know about the topic. 
24 My teacher provides us with ways to 
understand what we are learning. 
25 I am given a choice of topics to read and 
write about. 
3.87 
3.29 
3.47 
3.82 
3.52 
3.62 
3.28 
3.81 
3.53 
0.96 
1.15 
1.03 
0.97 
1.24 
1.23 
1.06 
0.96 
1.33 
21 * 
12 
7 
14 * 
9 
5 
7 
11 
16 * 
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Table 40. Mean ratings for the 25-item (6-8) student feedback instrument: Mathematics* 
Item Standard 
no. Question Mean deviation 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.47 1.02 
2 My teacher is feir with all. 3.13 1.28 
3 My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 4.37 0.80 
4 My teacher is well prepared for our class. 4.33 0.75 
5 My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subjects we are studying. 4.73 0.81 
6 We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 3.53 1.18 
7 Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 3.80 1.14 
8 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 3.20 1.17 
9 I have more time to do my work than I need. 2.40 0.95 
10 My teacher starts lessons explaining what we 
are going to do and why we are going to do it. 3.10 1.33 
11 My teacher asks us questions in class to see if 
we understand what has been taught. 3.37 1.33 
12 My teacher explains new ideas in a way that 
is easy to understand. 3.53 .1.18 
13 My teacher looks at our work as we are doing 
it to see if we understand the lesson. 2.30 1.19 
14 My teacher knows more about this subject 
than other teachers I have had. 3.97 1.05 
15 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish 
an assignment before class is over. 1.90 1.27 
16 My teacher often provides materials and 
worksheets for us to use. 3.20 1.05 
17 My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 4.87 0.43 
18 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 2.63 1.28 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 2.53 1.02 
"Number of subjects=30; coefficient alpha=.91. 
Table 40. Continued 
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Item Standard 
no. Question Mean deviation 
20 My teacher gives us enough time to do 
our work. 2.63 1.25 
21 We often work in small discussion groups 
to solve various math problems. 1.57 0.88 
22 My teacher emphasizes the meaning of a task 
rather than the completion of a task. 2.53 1.06 
23 Feedback from the teacher is focused on knowing 
how to work a problem and not on getting 
the correct answer. 3.23 1.15 
24 My teacher helps me to diagnose and monitor my 
own understanding of math. 2.87 1.18 
25 My teacher gives clear instructions and sets clear 
expectations for each assignment. 3.63 1.17 
Ill 
The mean ratings for the 25-item (9-12) language arts instrument are provided in Table 41. 
The Cronbach alpha reliability is .91 for this mstrument. Although 53 students participated, only 
one teacher submitted returns with these smdents grouped together. It is suspected that this 
teacher had two sections which were combined and returned as one group. 
Research Question 4f ("9-12): Mathematics 
Will the modified and/or new items from the 9-12 language arts instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
Illustrated in Table 42 are the mean ratings and reliability for the high school mathematics 
instrument. The Cronbach alpha reliability is .79. The number participating was 42 subjects. 
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Table 41. Mean ratings for the 25-item (9-12) student feedback instrument: Language Arts* 
Item Standard 
no. Question Mean deviation 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. 3.85 0.74 
2 My teacher asks questions to see if we understand what 
has been taught. 4.15 0.90 
3 My teacher gives assignments related to the subjects 
we are studjdng. 4.70 0.50 
4 We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 4.19 0.75 
5 My teacher tells us how we can use what we have 
already learned to learn new things. 3.47 1.04 
6 My teacher mainrains discipline in our classroom. 4.17 0.88 
7 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 4.25 0.80 
8 My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 4.15 0.79 
9 My teacher knows a lot about this subject. 4.72 0.53 
10 My homework helps me to learn the subjects being taught. 4.09 0.87 
11 My teacher provides materials and worksheets for us to use. 4.23 0.63 
12 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 3.75 0.70 
13 The films or videotapes we watch help us leam about the 
subjects we are smdying. 3.89 1.06 
14 My teacher tells the class about library/media materials that 
wfll help us leam about the subject we are studying. 4.06 0.96 
15 My teacher is well organized. 4.28 0.83 
16 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 4.36 0.65 
17 We work in different groups depending upon the activity 
in which we are involved. 3.45 0.96 
18 My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways 
and find new ways to solve problems. 3.64 0.95 
19 My teacher is available to help me during class time and 
other times during the day. 4.13 0.93 
^Ntunber of subjects=53; coefficient alpha=.91. 
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Table 41. Continued 
Item 
no. Question Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
20 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to 
see if we understand the lesson. 4.06 0.88 
21 My teacher has us give a personal reaction, 
in writing, to varioxis texts we have read. 3.38 1.23 
22 My teacher has us exchange written assignments with a 
partner so we can provide each other with corrective feedback. 3.79 1.09 
23 My teacher provides background knowledge on a topic before 
introducing the topic. 4.04 0.93 
24 My teacher has us learn various strategies to help our 
understanding of reading and writing. 3.91 0.83 
25 My teacher encourages us to read a variety of literature from 
other cultures. 3.38 1.19 
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Table 42. Mean ratings for the 25-item (9-12) student feedback instrument: Mathematics* 
Item Standard 
no. Question Mean deviation 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. 3.12 0.82 
2 My teacher asks questions to see if we understand what 
has been taught. 4.55 0.59 
3 My teacher gives assignments related to the subjects 
we are smdying. 4.93 0.26 
4 We discuss and simunarize each lesson just smdied. 4.29 0.76 
5 My teacher tells us how we can use what we have 
already learned to leam new things. 3.83 0.84 
6 My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 4.50 0.63 
7 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 3.71 1.03 
8 My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 2.95 0.92 
9 My teacher knows a lot about this subject. 4.93 0.34 
10 My homework helps me to leam the subjects being taught. 4.17 0.81 
11 My teacher provides materials and worksheets for us to use. 4.33 0.78 
12 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 2.74 0.93 
13 The films or videotapes we watch help us leam about the 
subjects we are stodying. 1.19 0.70 
14 My teacher tells the class about library/media materials that 
will help us leam about the subject we are smdying. 1.33 0.71 
15 My teacher is well organized. 4.57 0.49 
16 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 4.67 0.60 
17 We work in different groxips depending upon the activity 
in which we are involved. 2.07 1.06 
18 My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways 
and find new ways to solve problems. 3.36 1.04 
19 My teacher is available to help me during class time and 
other times during the day. 4.26 0.87 
'Number of subjects=42; coefficient alpha=.79. 
Table 42. Continued 
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Item Standard 
no. Question Mean deviation 
20 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to 
see if we imderstand the lesson. 3.45 0.91 
21 Smdents participate as peer mtors to help one another 
understand and solve math problems. 3.52 1.28 
22 My teacher emphasizes the meaning of a task and de-
emphasizes the completion of a task. 3.14 0.94 
23 Feedback from the teacher is focused more on mathematics 
strategy and less on getting the correct answer. 3.52 1.05 
24 My teacher provides us with various learning strategies to 
diagnose and monitor our understanding of math. 3.62 1.02 
25 My teacher expects us to be accountable for our work. 4.33 0.81 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, 
LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study examined items from a set of K-12 student feedback instruments. These 
instnmients are currently used by many teachers nationwide as a formative component of their 
school organization's performance evaluation system. Therefore, the main purpose of the smdy 
was to improve the diagnostic capability of these instruments, making them appropriate to use by 
those who teach reading, language arts, and mathematics K-12 levels. 
Administered properly, these instruments may be used as an indicator for higher-order 
teaching practices and smdent learning. The information a teacher receives about his/her 
performance in the classroom from multiple sources coupled with smdent achievement data from 
criterion-referenced tests helps provide a comprehensive systems approach to improving 
classroom performance as well as increased accountability from teachers, smdents, school 
administrators, and parents. 
Summary 
Data were collected from the Lincoln Coimty School District No.l (LCSD) in Kemmerer, 
Wyoming in the spring of 1996 from teachers and smdents. The School Improvement Model 
Projects Center at Iowa State University and Lincoln Coimty schools worked together to create a 
total systems approach to school inq>rovement. This joint effort consisted of developing and 
implementing a performance evaluation system including a 360-degree feedback component, and 
curricultmi and assessment renewal which centered on standards-driven school reform. 
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Methodology summarized 
This smdy was directed by a series of objectives designed to investigate the diagnostic 
properties of four (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12) student feedback instruments. First, descriptive 
statistics were conducted on the four sets of smdent feedback instruments where each item was 
rank-ordered from the highest score to the lowest. Second, a factor analysis was administered on 
the instruments to determine if, and which, items would cluster around a common variable or 
domain of teaching as previously identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996). A Cronbach 
alpha reliability test was computed for each of the factors. 
Next, correlations were conducted to determine if a relationship exists between certain 
items and smdent achievement scores from criterion-referenced tests in reading, language arts, 
and mathematics. Finally, additional items which reflected subject matter-specific instructional 
practices were added to the current set of instruments. The criteria for each new item were 
selected from the current literature base and, subsequently, items were written to reflect 
exemplary leaching practices associated with higher-order reading, language arts, and 
mathematics instruction. 
The Menne-Tolsma formula was used to obtain discrimination power for the new items 
from the modified instruments after they were piloted by two rural school districts in Iowa. A 
Cronbach alpha coefficient was computed for each set of items to measure the reliability of the 
instruments as a whole as well as measuring each subset of discriminating items. 
Findinfri; summariy-ed: DescriPtives 
Descriptive statistics were computed for the four sets of instruments and the results were 
then rank-ordered from the highest rated items to the lowest. Both the lower (K-2) and middle 
(3-5) elementary had items that ranked similarly. The items which read "My teacher is well 
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prepared for class" was rated near the top for both sets of instruments. The items which stipulate 
getting help from the teacher were assigned scores in the middle range; and the items referring to 
the giving of homework by teachers were rated lowest by smdents on both instnraients. 
It should be noted that the lower elementary instrument reflects items which received some 
of the highest ratings given to teachers by smdents as well as some of the lowest ratings. In fact, 
the K-2 instrument has the widest ranges of scores compared with the other three instruments. 
The high school instrument (9-12) displays the smallest range of scores. 
In terms of ranked items, the upper elementary (6-8) and high school instruments shared 
several exact ranking of items and several more which rank very closely. "My teacher gives 
assignments related to the subject we are smdying" is rated the highest by smdents for both 
instnmients. Ranked third from the top for both instruments is "My teacher maintaias discipline in 
the classroom"; and situated eighth from the top are items which read "We discuss and summarize 
each lesson just studied." Three other items also share a similar rank order. They cluster near the 
lower to mid-range on both instruments. 
Findings siimniarized: Factor analysis and reliabilitv 
Both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted for all instruments. An 
exploratory analysis explores all the possible sub-factors for a group of variables. A confirmatory 
analysis is used when the researcher has some idea of the conceptual framework underlying a 
given set of variables. This type of factor analysis attempts to confirm what the researcher already 
suspects. The resxilts from the exploratory analysis are located in Appendices H-K. 
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K-2 in«aniTnent 
The lower elementary (K-2) instrument produced the most number of factor subscales as a 
result of an exploratory analysis. Seven factors resulted after this analysis was performed on the 
instrument items. 
Three factors were identified as a result of the confirmatory analysis. These are categorized 
as Factor One: Planning and Preparation-, Factor Two: Classroom Environment-, and Factor 
Three: Instruction. Not every item in each category fit the label assigned. The decision regarding 
what to name each factor was based upon those items which had the highest factor loadings in that 
category. 
insfniment 
The restilts of the exploratory analysis for the middle (3-5) school smdent feedback 
instrument produced five separate factor subscales. Like the K-2 instrument, this factor analysis 
provided more subscales with fewer items in each group. This makes identifying factors easier 
given the fewer items which tend to resemble more concise clusters. 
The three factors produced as a result of the confirmatory analysis were difficult to label 
with confidence. The first factor has items predominately reflecting two separate domains of 
teaching: Instruction and Classroom Environment: Seven and five items, respectively. The second 
factor contained items which mostly reflected characteristics from the instructional domain. The 
third factor had too few items (two) to make any interpretation of factors meaningful. 
fi-S instnmient 
An exploratory factor analysis for the upper elementary (6-8) instrument produced two 
factor subscales which reflect two domains of teaching: Planning and Preparation and 
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Instruction. The results of the confirmatory analysis duplicate to a considerable extent the results 
of the former analysis with the exception of the third factor which contains only two items. 
9-12 instrument 
The last set of factor analysis resiilts is the high school (9-12) student feedback instrument. 
An exploratory analysis produced two factor subscales of about equal size. The first factor 
contains items which reflect characteristics from both the instructional and classroom environment 
domains of teaching. Factor Two items generally reflect elements of independent practice, that is, 
giving homework assignments, the use of materials and worksheets, and giving assignments in 
general. The third factor contains items which demonstrate the use of supplementary materials 
and resources. 
Findinps .summarized: Correlations 
A one-tailed, product moment coefficient correlation, or Pearson r, was used to determine 
if a relationship exists between individual K-12 smdent feedback instrument items and 
achievement scores from reading, language arts, and math criterion-referenced tests. For all 
items, correlations were low, even when significant at .05 and .01. Coefficients ranged from .00 
to .30 for both negative and positive correlations. 
K-2 instrument 
There were no significant correlations between items from the lower elementary instrument 
and reading scores for this set of data. Coefficients ranged from - .11 to .14. There were also no 
significant correlations between these items and language arts scores. Coefficients ranged from 
-. 16 to .06. 
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3-5 instrument 
For reading, two items (item 8: I can get help from my teacher; and item 16: My teacher 
tells us what new things we can leam in each lesson) were significant at .05 with both coefficients 
being -.15. The range for this content area was .07 to - .15. No items from reading were found 
to have zero correlations. 
fi-R in.<tfniment 
For the middle school smdent feedback items, 14 out of the 20 items produced significant 
correlations in the three content areas. Reading contains two items (5 and 17), mathematics 
includes four items (1, 15, 17, and 19), and language arts has 8 items (1, 2, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 
and 19), all of which were positive correlations. No item displayed a zero correlation for any of 
the content areas. 
9-12 instrument 
For the high school instrument, reading scores were not available due to this subject matter 
being addressed as part of the language arts curriculum. There were two items which were found 
to have a zero correlation, both in language arts. These are items 1 (My teacher makes class work 
interesting) and 18 (My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways and find ways to 
solve problems). Ironically, item 1 produced significant correlations for both the language arts 
and mathematics middle school (6-8) instrument. 
Findings summarized: Reliability and Hiscriminatinn for piloted itftms 
Items were added to the K-12 student feedback instruments for reading/language arts and 
mathematics. This brought the total number of items to 30 for both the lower and middle 
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elementary instruments. Separate instruments per subject matter were not created due to lower 
and middle elementary teachers teaching in all subject areas. The upper elementary and high 
school instruments were given five items each for language arts/reading and mathematics, thereby 
creating four separate instruments (6-8 mathematics; 6-8 language art; 9-12 mathematics; 9-12 
language arts). Each instrument contains 25 items. 
The additional items were derived from the current literature base and written to reflect 
exemplary teaching practices in the three content areas. The purpose was to enhance the 
diagnostic properties of the instruments malrfng them more appropriate for use in 360-degree 
teacher evaluation. 
The instruments were piloted using two Iowa school districts in the spring of 1998. Item 
discriminations and reliability coefficients were computed for each set of instruments, as well as 
mean scores. The results are summarized by grade level and content area. 
K-2 instrument: All subjects 
The mean scores for the K-2 instrument ranged from 2.95 (3.00 being the highest possible 
score per item) to 1.55 (1.00 being the lowest possible score per item). Seven of the 20 items 
discriminated at the .05 level. Six of the 10 newly written items discriminated at .05 as well. 
The overall Cronbach alpha reliability for this instrument was .87. The reliability based on 
13 items with discrimination greater than 13 percent is .77. 
3-5 instruments: All subjects 
This instrument reflected similar results as the K-2 instrument in that the highest rated 
scores produced no significant item discriminations while most of the lowest rated items contained 
significant item discriminations. Eight items from the original 20 discriminated and six of the 10 
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additional items discriminated as well. In total, 14 of the 30 items revealed significant item 
discriminations. 
The range of mean scores were from 4.65 (5.00 being the highest possible score) to 2.45 
(1.00 being the lowest possible mean score). In general, the scores were on the upper end of the 
scale. The reliability for the 14 items with a discrimination greater than 13 percent is .74, while 
the reliability for the entire instrument is .86. 
6-S in.strument: Language Arts 
There were five additional items written for the middle school instrument to reflect teaching 
behaviors in language arts. The mean scores ranged from 4.73 ( 5.00 being the highest) to 3.11 
(1.00 being the lowest). Again, scores tend to be near the upper end of the scale. 
There were 11 items which discriminated at 13 percent or greater. Ten of the original items 
discriminated at .05 but only one item of the five new items discriminated. The overall reliability 
for this instrument is .89. The Cronbach alpha based on the 11 items produced a reliability of .79. 
6-8 instrument: Mathematics 
For this instrument, the number of returns was too low to compute an item discrimination 
index. According to the Menne-Tolsma formula used to determine item discrimination for this 
smdy, at least two groups (of teachers) with at least 15 smdents per group of teachers are required 
to use the Menne-Tolsma. Only one group for middle school mathematics was returned by 
participants. 
A reliability coefficient was determined, however. The Cronbach alpha for this instnraient 
is .91. The scores ranged from a high of 4.87 to a low of 1.57. 
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Q-1?- insfnimenf T .anpuage arts 
Again, the return was too low to compute an item discrimination index. The number of 
smdents participating was 53. All scanforms were sent back to the investigator as one group. The 
coefficient alpha computed for this instrument is .91. Mean scores ranged from a narrow spread 
of 4.72 to 3.38. 
Q-l?- insmirnent: Mathematics 
This instrument suffered the same fate as the previous two. The number of participants was 
42, and all scanforms were sent back to the investigator as one group. The mean scores ranged 
from 4.93 (5.00 being the highest) to 1.19 (1.00 being the lowest possible score) indicating a 
fairly even spread of the scores. The reliability coefficient computed for this instrument is .79. 
Conclusions 
The conclusions for this smdy will be written in response to the research questions posed in 
Chapter I. The questions were written to reflect four categories of inquiry. Questions la through 
Id were directed at identifying factor subscales for each set of smdent feedback instruments. 
Questions 2a through 2d addressed whether factor subscales from each of the instruments would 
be statistically reliable. Questions 3a through 3d asked what associations, if any, would be present 
between item ratings and posttest scores from criterion-referenced tests in three content areas 
(reading, language arts, and mathematics). And questions 4a through 4f were written to determine 
if the piloted instruments containing new items would reveal statistically reliable and 
discriminating results. 
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Research Question la 
Will the 20 items from the K-2 student feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
For the lower elementary instrument, items did group under three clusters that could be 
identified as Factor One: planning and preparation. Factor Two: environment, and Factor Three: 
instruction. When factor analyzed with the exploratory method, items broke down into smaller 
clusters containing specific components from each of the three domains. Therefore, the K-2 
instrument items remained clustered under the three main factor labels. 
Research Question lb 
Will the 20 items from the 3-5 student feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
A majority of the items clustered under the domains of instruction and environment. Some 
items reflected components of planning and preparation. Factor Two contained items which fell 
under the engaging students in learning and feedback components which are placed within the 
instructional domain. The third factor contained only two items reflecting the flexibility and 
responsiveness components, both of which come under the instructional domain. 
Research Question Ic 
Will the 20 items from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
The middle school instrument items clustered more neady than did the upper elementary 
school instrument items. Items which accumulated under Factor Qne best presented elements from 
the planning and preparation domain. Items grouped under Factor Two contained variables 
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describing components of the instructional domain. The third factor only contained two items. 
One item addressing assessing smdent learning and the other providing materials and worksheets. 
Both of these items best reflect independent practice by the teacher, i.e., giving test and quizzes, 
and providing supplementary materials and worksheets for smdents. These practices in and of 
themselves do not promote smdent learning per se, rather, it is the manner in which these 
practices are carried out during the instructional process that will have an effect on smdent 
learning. Therefore, Factor Three is assigned a label not provided for by either Danielson or 
Dietz. 
Research Ouestion Id 
Will the 20 items from the 9-12 smdent feedback instnmient factor into subscales as 
identified by Dietz (1996) and Danielson (1996)? 
Two of the factor labels assigned to the 9-12 instrument contained headings borrowed from 
both Dietz and Danielson. Factor One was labeled instruction/envirormenx-. Factor Three, labeled 
use of supplementary materials, is a component of both the preparation and instructional domains; 
and Factor Two was labeled independent practice. 
Research Ouestion 2a 
Will factor subscales from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
The reliability for the factor subscales ranged between a moderate .45 and .58 for this 
instrument. The overall reliability was .52, lower than the .98 reported by Weber (1992). From 
these data the lower elementary instrument is not very reliable. 
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Research Question 2b 
Will factor subscales from the 3-5 student feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
The overall reliability for this instrument was .83. Factors One and Two had alphas of .85 
and .76. The third factor with only two items had a low alpha of .39. With the exception of 
factor three, the overall reliability remains relatively high, though lower than what was reported 
in the Weber (1992) smdy. 
Research Question 2c 
Will factor subscales from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
The reliability for this instrument was .94. Cronbach alphas for each of the three factors 
were .88, .88, and .60. 
Research Question 2d 
Will factor subscales from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument be statistically reliable? 
The reliability for this instrument was .93. Subscale factors produced .92, .78, and .78 
reliability coefficients. Ail three reliability figures are considered high to moderately high. 
Research Question 3a 
Will there be an association between items from the K-2 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
The only association attained from this K-2 correlational analysis was a relationship 
between items ninnber 4, 5, and 8 and mathematics. Each of the three items fall under three 
separate factors. 
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Research Question 3b 
Will there be an association between items from the 3-5 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
A relationship was found between two items (8 and 16) and reading. Language arts was 
associated with items 4, 8, 15, and 16. Math was associated with item 8 only. 
Research Question 3c 
Will there be an association between items from the 6-8 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
Again, reading was associated with only two items, 5 and 17. However, there was an 
association between 8 items (1, 2, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, and 19) and language arts. There was a 
relationship between mathematics and items 1, 14, 17, and 19. 
Research Question 3d 
Will there be an association between items from the 9-12 smdent feedback instrument with 
smdent achievement in reading, language arts, and math? 
Item 10 was the only item associated with language arts. Mathematics was associated with 
three items, 7, 10, and 13. Reading as a separate coiirse of instruction is not taught at the high 
school level. 
Research Question 4a 
Will die modified and/or new items from the K-2 instrument be statistically reliable and 
discriminating (ability to sort)? 
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Three of the original 20 items discriminated at .05. Four of these items discriminated at 
.01. Three of the additional 10 items discriminated .01 and 3 discriminated at .05. This brings the 
total mmiber of items that discriminated significantly to 13. 
The reliability of the instrument is .87. The reliability based on the 13 items is .77. 
Research Question 4b 
Will the modified and/or new items from the 3-5 instrument be statistically reliable and 
discriminating (ability to sort)? 
Seven of the original 20 items discriminated at .05. Only one of these items discriminated at 
.01. Three of the additional 10 items discriminated .01 and 3 discriminated at .05. This brings the 
total nunaber of items that discriminated significantly to 14. 
The reliability of the instnmient is .86. The reliability based on the 13 items is .74. 
Research Question 4c 
Will the modified and/or new items from the 6-8 language arts instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
Six of the original 20 items discriminated at .05. Three of these items discriminated at .01. 
Two of the additional 10 items at .05. This brings the total nimiber of items that discriminated 
significandy to 11. 
The reliability of the instrument is .89. The reliability based on the 13 items is .79. 
Research Question 4d 
Will the modified and/or new items from the 6-8 mathematics instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
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The coefficient alpha reponed for this instrument was .91. No item discrimination index 
was computed due to low returns. 
Research Question 4e 
Will the modified and/or new items from the 9-12 language arts instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
The coefficient alpha reported for this instrument was .91. No item discrimination index 
was computed due to low returns. 
Research Question 4f 
Will the modified and/or new items fi-om the 9-12 mathematics instrument be statistically 
reliable and discriminating (ability to sort)? 
The coefficient alpha reported for this instrument was .79. No item discrimination index 
was able to be computed due to low returns. 
Limitations 
This smdy contained the following limitations; 
1. The use of a small pilot sample for the additional instrument items which resulted in a 
low number of returns. The Menne-Tolsma item discrimination formula used for this 
smdy requires at least two groups with a miniTTnim of 15 raters. 
2. The modified instruments were also piloted in late spring in two Iowa school districts 
who were also participating in a major curriculum piloting project for Iowa State 
University. Teachers and smdents were "overburdened" with testing which had 
occurred dtiring the last weeks of the school year. 
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3. The reading, language arts, and mathematics curriculum had only been in place one 
year at the time the data were collected from the participating school district. 
4. Data for the factor analyses and correlational studies came from a single school district. 
5. The companion instruments to the student feedback instrument involving teacher self-
evaluation and feedback from the principal to the teacher were not used for group 
comparison. 
Discussion 
There are few subjects in the educational literature that have received more attention in 
recent years than the preparation of teachers. Virtually all of this literature is pervaded by the 
belief that central to the education of children is the competence of teachers. But one topic is too 
often missing from the literature: What should teachers teach and how should they teach it? This 
study was designed to address the "how" to teach with respect to reading, language arts, and 
mathematics instruction at the K-12 level. 
The main purpose(s) of the smdy was to take an existing set of K-12 smdent feedback of 
teacher performance instruments and determine what items, if any, had a relationship with the 
three core content areas mentioned. Also, this smdy included a factor analysis of all instrument 
items to ascertain how, and if, the items would factor into common clusters or factor subscales. 
Furthermore, these factors were given headings which were adopted from a framework of 
teaching practices posed by Danielson (1996) and also from smdy by Dietz (1996). 
In addition to an analysis of the original 20 items which had been refined and validated over 
the years by a team of researchers from Iowa State University, additional items were written to 
reflect teaching practices related to higher-order reading, language arts, and mathematics 
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instruction. These items were derived from the current literature based on exemplary teaching 
practices for the 21° century. 
Another aspect of this smdy was the focus on continuous improvement and 360-degree 
evaluation. "Schools will have to be much more dynamic, data-driven organizations that can be 
immediately responsive and that allow for learning at all levels" (King, 1999). Therefore, another 
goal of the study was to boost the diagnostic capabilities of the K-12 student feedback instruments 
making them more valuable as a source of formative feedback. 
A total systems approach to school improvement must entail efforts that focus on both the 
teaching aspect, as well as the content or the "what" of teaching. This smdy was an attempt to 
combine both facets: "How" and "What." 
Components of teaching practice 
To answer the research questions posed, a review of the teaching domains as described in 
Danielson's (1996) framework for teaching and the components associated with each will be 
presented for the reader. Also a reexamination of Dietz's (1996) smdy will be provided to 
determine if the factor labels used to identify behaviors fit the labels used in this smdy. 
The framework for teaching described by Danielson (1996) identifies "those aspects of a 
teacher's responsibilities that have been documented through empirical smdies and theoretical 
research as promoting improved smdent learning" (p. 1). There are 22 components describing the 
complexity of teaching clustered under four domains: planning and preparation (domain 1), 
classroom environment (domain 2), instruction (domain 3), and professional responsibilities 
(domain 4). Each component defines a distinct feature of a domain. Since this smdy focuses on 
smdent feedback of teachers, domain four will not be used for ±e purposes of this study. 
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Dietz (1996) conducted a factor analysis on the 9-12 student feedback instrument and foimd 
three clusters which she labeled: Teacher organization, student/teacher interaction, and use of 
supplementary materials. In fact, these labels are descriptions of components used by Danielson. 
Teacher organization and use of supplementary materials both fall under the domain of planning 
and preparation. Smdent/teacher interaction comes under the domain of classroom enviroimient. 
Planning and preparation includes knowing the content or subject matter one is teaching, 
and knowing stodents, i.e., age group characteristics, smdent learning styles, skill level of 
smdents, and smdent interest and cultural heritage. Also included in this domain is the selection of 
appropriate instructional goals, use of resources, activities and materials, and providing small 
group instruction with coherent unit and lesson structure. 
Classroom environment is comprised of fostering respect and rapport including teacher 
interaction with smdents, nurturing smdent pride in their work while proving high expectation of 
learning and achievement, and ,of course, managing smdent behavior. This domain constimtes the 
affective aspects of teaching which embodies the emotional as well as the physical realms 
The last domain to be discussed is the instructional domain. This encompasses the ability to 
communicate clearly, the appropriate use of questioning and discussion techniques, engaging 
smdents in learning, and providing feedback. Teachers must also be able to demonstrate 
flexibility and responsiveness to smdents. Many of these components overlap with planning and 
preparation such as presentation of content, determining activities and assignments, and the use of 
instructional materials and resources. This overlap of components has made the labeling of factors 
a particular challenge. 
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K-2 student feedbsrlc insmimeTit 
This instrument is designed for all students in kindergarten through second grade to evaluate 
their teachers' classroom performance. This instrument had been tested for issues of bias and 
reliability by Weber (1992) and since used by teachers in school districts all over the country. The 
items reflect generic teaching behaviors. Given that most all elementary teachers are relied upon 
to teach all subject areas, this instrument should remain generic but with a few modifications. All 
items should exhibit a positive response mode and focus on the teaching behavior, not the 
student's. 
Item 2, which states, "We do the same thing in class every day," should be rewritten to 
read, "We do many different things in class." However, though item 5 (Our work is too hard for 
us) has discrimination power, it was negatively associated with mathematics achievement. That is, 
when students perceive work to be more difficult, the lower they score on the math criterion-
referenced tests. 
There are two items, 11 (I work in this class even if the teacher is not watching) and 17 
(My teacher is easy to imderstand), which revealed no item discrimination and had zero 
correlation to either reading, language arts, or math. It is recommended that these itenis be 
dropped. Item 11 focuses on student behavior, not the teacher's, and the main intent of item 17 is 
reflected in item 16 which reads "I know what the teacher wants us to do." 
3-5 smdent feedback instrument 
This instrument is designed to be used by upper elementary students in the third through the 
fifth grades. In 1990, 12 items discriminated: Nine at the .05 level and three at the .01 level 
(Weber, 1992). In 1991, all but one item discriminated: 11 items at the .05 level and eight items 
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at the .01 level (Weber, 1992). The reliabilities for each were .89 and .97, respectively. The 
reliability for this study was .86 with eight items discriminating 
The item attracting the most attention is item 8 (I can get help from my teacher). This item 
produced negative, significant correlations with all three content areas. That is to say, the more 
help a smdent receives from his or her teacher, the less well he or she performs on the criterion-
referenced tests. On the surface, this just doesn't make any sense. Except, it might be that 
smdents who are in most need of teachers' help, tend to lag behind in terms of assessment 
performance. The literature indicates that teacher responsiveness to smdents is indeed essential to 
smdent learning (Danielson, 1996). 
In short, the results of the factor analysis for items from the 3-5 instrument did not factor 
quite so nicely as anticipated. Due to the overlap in concepts from the preparation and instruction 
domains, it was uncertain as to which group items should be placed. This investigator is inclined 
to label Factors Two and Three with component names rather than the domain name. Factor Two 
will be labeled, engaging students in leaming/feedback-. Factor Ivio, flexibility/responsiveness. 
Factor One continues to be problematic. However, the label instruction/environment will remain 
as originally assigned in Chapter IV. 
6-8 smdent feedback instrumenf 
This instrument was designed for smdents in middle school to provide feedback to their 
teachers. Omotani (1992) found that this set of items had a reliability of .94 when testing for use 
as a component in a total teacher's performance evaluation system. According to the Omotani 
study, all items discriminated at either the .05 or .01 level. For this smdy, the instrument 
reliability was .89 with 10 items discriminating. 
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Overall, these items correlated well with the three content areas, language arts receiving the 
most item correlations. In all, 10 items revealed significant correlations to the three criterion-
referenced tests. It is also important to note that no item displayed a zero correlation, indicating 
that at least some correlation exists whether it be negative or positive. All significant correlations 
were positive. 
9-12 smdent feedback in-strument 
Omotani (1992) also looked at reliability and item discrimination for the high school 
instrument and found that all items discriminated at either .05 or .01, and had a reliability of .97. 
For this smdy, the Cronbach alpha was .91. A discrimination index was not able to be computed 
due to too few returns. 
With respect to the correlational results, three items displayed a negative, significant 
correlation with either language arts or mathematics. Item 10 (My homework helps me to leam 
the subject being taught) correlated negatively with both language arts and math. This is difficult 
to interpret. In order to comprehend these results, a scatterplot was employed to help with the 
interpretation. The scatterplot highlights the fact that a majority of smdents who rated their 
teachers high on this item performed moderately well, although the scatter does tend to show a 
downward trend of scores for both language arts and math as teachers receive higher ratings. 
Item 1 (My teacher makes class work interesting) received a zero correlation and a -.01 
correlation for both content areas addressed. It is suggested that this item be dropped from the 
ciurent pool of items. 
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Recommendations for Research 
The following recommendations for further research are suggested: 
1. After items have been modified, deleted, or revised as recommended by this study, 
factor analyses and reliability tests should be computed for this revised set of item pools 
as well as for the additional items written to reflect teaching in specific content areas. 
This research thrust can be continued for all content areas in addition to reading, 
language arts, and math. 
2. Since a norm group exists for the original 20-item instruments, efforts should be made 
to begin nonning the revised and added item pools. This is necessary for teachers who 
choose to use these instruments to be able to have a norm group from which to compare 
their scores. 
3. Items should be rearranged to conceptually cluster more adequately than produced by 
the factor analysis. It seems that all items do fit under each of the teaching domains as 
assigned by the investigator, however, some items could be removed from one factor 
and placed under another where the fit is more appropriate. Therefore, it is 
recommended that a study using qualitative methodologies seek the assistance of an 
expert jury or judgment panel of teachers to cluster items into perceived domains of 
teaching. These results could then be measured against the results of a quantitative 
study using a factor analytic design. 
4. Recently, Strasser (1999) foimd no significant difference in how boys and girls rate 
their teachers. Furthermore, no significant differences were found among measures of 
socio-economic status and high/low achieving smdents with ratings of teachers. The 
Strasser smdy examined overall mean scores of the k-12 smdent feedback instruments. 
It is recommended that in support of these findings, a smdy be conducted which 
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examines the association of smdent characteristics with individxiai items from each of 
the revised K-12 smdent feedback instruments. 
5. As mentioned in the review of literature, smdent teachers continue to lack appropriate 
feedback from both their university supervisors and cooperating teachers. So it is 
recommended that items be developed and tested for smdent teachers as part of a 
teacher preparation program's evaluation system. These items must reflect the trial and 
error nature of their initial learning such as the handling of conflict situations with 
smdents, the timing of lesson plans, and unit organization, etc. 
Recommendations for Practice 
The following recommendations for practice are suggested: 
1. Revise, modify, or delete items as current and/or fiirther research would indicate. Here 
are recommendations based on the results from this smdy: 
a. For the K-2 instrument, item two (We do the same thing in class everyday) should 
be revised to read, "We do many different things in class everyday." Item five 
(Our work is too hard for us) should read, "I am able to do the work the teacher 
gives me," or be deleted from the instrument. Administered on two different 
populations, items two and five were among the lowest rated items, possibly 
effecting overall mean scores for teachers. 
b. For the 3-5 instrument, item nine (I finish my work before class is over) could be 
modified to read, "I am able to complete the work my teacher gives me before class 
is over." 
c. For the 6-8 instrument, item nine (I have more time to do my work than I need) 
could be changed to read, "I am given more time to do my work if I need it." 
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2. Teachers should receive training on how to use the instruments for diagnostic purposes. 
Items contained under each set of factor headings would help teachers to know what 
general area of teaching needs improvement. 
3. Instnmients should be administered several times during the course of a school year as 
part of a formative, segmeitted evaluation system. This would give teachers a chance to 
modify behaviors and improve teaching performance. 
4. A fourth heading could be added to the 6-8 instrument with respect to the factorial 
results. The factors already include planning/preparatioa, instruction, and independent 
practice. This investigator recommends adding environment as a heading to incorporate 
those items which best reflect classroom climate. 
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APPENDIX A. HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL FORM 
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Last Name of Principal Investigator Kayoaa 
Checidist for Attaciiments and Time Schedule 
The following are at^ched (please check): 
12.0 Letter or written statement to subjects indicating cieariy: 
7— a) purpose of the researcii 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names. #*5). how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
— c) an estimate of time needed for participadon in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, locadon of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later Cr \ 
-7- g) participadon is voluntary; nonparticipadon will not affect evaluadons of the subject <5^ 
13. Q Consent form (if applicable) 
14.^ Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or insp^^^is. (if applicable^^S' 
15.^ Data-gathering instruments 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: -^5-' 
First Contact Last Contact 
Soring 1998 '^ O" Spring 1998 
Month / Day / Year Month / Day / Year 
17. If applicable: andcipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
Summer L998 
Month / Day / Year 
18. Signature of C>epanmeniaL&eradve Officer Oate^ Deparmient or Administrative Unit 
Professional Studies 
19. Decision of the Univeisity Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Project Approved Project Not Approved No Acdon Required 
Patricia M, Kei th  
Name of Committee Chairperson Date ' 
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APPENDIX B. GRADE LEVEL K-2 FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (Lower Elementary, K-2) Questionnaire 
Example; 
0. I like the color red. 
1. My school day is interesting. ^ ^ 
We do the same thing in class everyday. C"~*) 
3. I pay attention in class. 
4. Our discussions are about ±e lessons being studied. 
5. Our work is too hard for us. lK) C-J COJ 
6. My teacher gives us homework-
7. My teacher comes to class on time. 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
/•"•N 
9. My teacher is fair with everybody. 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 
11. I work in this class even if the teacher is not watching. 
12. I can get help from my teacher when I need iL 
(over) 
Revised 3/25/98 © 1994, Richard P. Manatt 
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13. My teacher tells me that I do good work. 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find information to 
help me leam about the lesson. 
i/-y C-J CC 
15. My teacher gives me enough time to do my work. 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. C-) cc 
17. My teacher is easy to understand. 
18. My teacher has us leam hard lessons in small steps. 
19. My teacher gives my work back to me quickly. 
20. My teacher tells us what new things we can leam in 
each lesson. 
L-) CC 
Revised 3/25/98 © 1994, Richard P. Manatt 
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APPENDIX C. GRADE LEVEL 3-5 FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (Upper Elementary, 3-5) Questionnaire 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may 
keep this form if you decide mot to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test Do not put your name on this 
paper. Please answer all the statements. 
0. I like ice creanL 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
O O O O O 
1. My teacher makes our work interesting. O o o o o 
2. My school day is interesting. O o o o o 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it o o o o o 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. o o o o o 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being studied. o o o o o 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. o o o o o 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. o o o o o 
8. I can get help firom my teacher. o o o o o 
9. I finish my work before class is over. o o o o o 
10. My teacher makes me follow the rules. o o o o o 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait for a long time for it 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 
13. My teacher knows me well. 
14. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my 
assigim[ient before class is over. 
15. My teacher has us work at the right place. 
16. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in 
each lesson. 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy 
to understand. 
O 
O 
O 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o o 
o o 
o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
(over) 
Revised 3/25/98 @ 1994, Richard P. Manatt 
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18. My teacher is available to help me during class time 
and other times during the day. 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources. 
20. My teacher is well prepared. 
1 2 3 4 5 
O O O O O 
O O O O O 
O O O O O 
Revised 3/25/98 © 1994, Richard P. Manatt 
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APPENDIX D. GRADE LEVEL 6-8 FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (Middle School, 6-8) Questionnaire 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may 
keep this form if you decide mot to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on this 
paper. Please answer all Ae statements. 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
I. My teacher makes class work interesting. O o o o o 
2. My teacher is fair with all. O o o o o 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. o o o o o 
4. My teacher is well prepared for our class. o o o o o 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the subjects we 
are studying. o o o o o 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. o o o o o 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. o o o o o 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. o o o o o 
9. I have more time to do my work than I need. o o o o o 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we 
are going to do and why we are going to do it. o o o o o 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to see if 
we understand what has been taught. o o o o o 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy 
to understand. o o o o o 
13. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing it to see if 
we understand the lesson. o o o o o 
14. My teacher knows more about this subject than other 
teachers I have had. o o o o o 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an 
assigimient before class is over. o o o o o 
(over) 
Revised 3/25/98 © 1994, Elichard P. Manatt 
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1 2 3 4 5 
16. My teacher often provides materials and worksheets for 
us to use. O O O O O 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. O O O O O 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. O O O O O 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. O O O O O 
20. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. O O O O O 
Revised 3/25/98 © 1994, Richard P. Manatt 
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APPENDIX E. GRADE LEVEL 9-12 FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (High School, 9-12) Questtonnaire 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may 
keep this form if you decide mot to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on this 
paper. Please answer all the statements. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 
2. My teacher ask questions to see if we understand what 
has been taught 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the subjects we 
are studying. 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we have 
already learned to leam new things. 
6. My teacher Tnainfain«; discipline in our classroom.. 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 
9. My teacher knows alot about this subject 
10. My homework helps me to leam the subjects being taught 
11. My teacher provides materials and worksheets for us to use. 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. 
13. The films or videotapes we watch help us leam about the 
subjects we are studying. 
1 
O 
O 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
2 
O 
o o 
14. My teacher tells the class about libraiy^edia materials that will 
help us leam about the subject we are studying. O 
O 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
3 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
4 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
5 
o 
o o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
(over) 
Revised 3/25/98 © 1994, Richaid P. Manatt 
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1 2 3 4 5 
15. My teacher is well-organized. O O O O O 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. O O O O O 
17. We work in different groups depending upon the activity 
in which we are involved. O O O O O 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways 
and find new ways to solve problems. O O O O O 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class time and 
other times during the day. O O O O O 
20. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. O O O O O 
Revised 3/25/98 © 1994, Richard P. Manatt 
154 
APPENDIX F. LETTERS TO BUILDING ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS 
Projects SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 
N239 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
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(515) 294-5521 
March 5, 1998 
Mr. Doyle Scott, Superintendent 
East M^hall Community School District 
P.O. Box 159 
Oilman, lA 50106 
Dear Doyle: 
In an effort to gather information on teacher feedback, I am seeking the participation of smdents and 
teachers to pilot teacher feedback instruments for my doctoral research. My research will center on 
an item analysis of the teacher feedback questionnaires used as part of a teacher evaluation model. 
The objective is to run a factor analysis of the existing items plus additional items identified as 
specific to Math, Language Arts, and Reading instruction. The aim is to determine subscales 
(dimensions of teaching or teaching behaviors) of the instrument. The overall purpose of the 
research is to improve the diagnostic capabilities of the teacher feedback instruments by identifying 
general and content-specific teaching behaviors. 
Would your district be willing to serve as partcipants for this smdy? The stody would require at least 
two or three different teachers and their smdents per subject area [Math, Language Arts, and Reading] 
in grades 3-5, 6-8 and 9-12. Any grades may be selected within the grade clusters. 
There are no foreseeable discomforts or risks involved with this study. Participatioii is voluntary! 
All participants are free to withdraw his/her consent and to discontinue participation in this study at 
any time. All data provided will be kept confidential. Only this investigator will be involved in the 
tabulation of the data. No birthdates, social security numbers, or names will be required. Number and 
grouping codes will be utilized. The time required to complete the 25 item questionnaire is 
approximately 15-20 minutes. 
If permission is granted, I've enclosed a standard form letter template which can be retyped on 
district letterhead and returned to the School Improvement Model Projects office at Iowa State 
University. The district will be provided with an analysis and description of the results at the 
conclusion of the smdy. Included in the enclosures are sample questionnaires which the smdents and 
teachers will be asked to complete. The questionnaires are scheduled to be sent out to participants by 
April 1, 1998. If there are any questions, concerns, or objections, please call Frances at (H) 515/233-
8357 or (0)515/294-5521 an^or e-mail fkayona@iastate.edu. 
Thank you for your time and consideration regarding participation in this smdy. 
Frances Kayona 
Doctoral Student 
School Improvement Model 
N225 Lagomarcino Hall 
515/294-5521 
Richard P. Manatt 
Major Professor 
Educational Administration 
N225 Lagomarcino Hall 
515/294-9995 
Enclosures: Form Letter Template 
Feedback Instruments Grades 6-8 
Student 
Teacher 
Sim Projects SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shiriey Stow 
Co-Director 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 
N239 Lagonnarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
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(515) 294-5521 
March 5, 1998 
Dr. Gary Schneflert, Superintendent 
Northeast Hamilton Coramunity School District 
P.O. Box 200 
Blairsburg, lA 50034 
Dear Gary: 
In £m effort to gather information on teacher feedback, I am seeking the participation of students and 
teachers to pilot teacher feedback instruments for ray doctoral research. My research will center on 
an item analysis of the teacher feedback questionnaires used as part of a teacher evaluation model. 
The objective is to run a factor analysis of the existing items plus additional items identified as 
specific to Math, Language Aits, and Reading instruction. The aim is to determine subscales 
(dimensions of teaching or teaching behaviors) of the instrument. The overall purpose of the 
research is to improve the diagnostic capabilities of the teacher feedback instruments by identifying 
general and content-specific teaching behaviors. 
Would your district be willing to serve as partcipants for this study? The smdy would require at least 
two or three different teachers and their sradents per subject area [Math, Language Arts, and Reading] 
in grades 3-5, 6-8 and 9-12. Any grades may be selected within ±e grade clusters. 
There are no foreseeable discomforts or risks involved with this smdy. Participation is voluntary! 
All participants are free to withdraw his/her consent and to discontinue participation in this smdy at 
any time. All data provided will be kept confidential. Only this investigator will be involved in the 
tabulation of the data. No birthdates, social security numbers, or names will be required. Number and 
grouping codes will be utilized. The time required to complete the 25 item questionnaire is 
approximately 15-20 minutes. 
If permission is granted, I've enclosed a standard form letter template which can be retyped on 
district letterhead and returned to the School Improvement Model Projects office at Iowa State 
University. The district will be provided with an analysis and description of the results at the 
conclusion of the smdy. Included in the enclosures are sample questionnaires which the smdents and 
teachers will be asked to complete. The questionnaires are scheduled to be sent out to participants 
by April 1, 1998. If there are any questions, concerns, or objections, please call Frances at (H) 
515/233-8357 or (0)515/294-5521 and/or e-mail fkayona@iastate.edu. 
Thank you for your time and consideration regarding participation in this smdy. 
Richard P. Manatt 
Major Professor Frances Kayona Doctoral Smdent 
School Improvement Model 
N225 Lagomarcino Hall 
515/294-5521 
Educational Administration 
N225 Lagomarcino Hall 
515/294-9995 
Enclosures: Form Letter Template 
Feedback Instruments Grades 6-8 
Student 
Teacher 
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APPENDIX G. COVER LETTER TO ALL PARTICIPANTS 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
O F  S C I  E N C E  A N  D  T E C H N O L O G Y  i s i  
April 30, 1998 
Dear Participant: 
In an effort to gather information on teacher feedback, I am seeking the participation of smdents and 
teachers to pilot teacher feedback instruments for my doctoral research. My research will center on 
an item analysis of the teacher feedback questionnaires used as part of a teacher evaluation model. 
The objective is to run a factor analysis of the existing items plus additional items identified as 
specific to math, language arts, and reading instruction. The purpose is to determine subscales 
(dimensions of teaching or teaching behaviors) of the instrument. The overall purpose of the 
research is to improve the diagnostic capabilities of the teacher feedback instruments by identifying 
general and content-specific teaching behaviors. 
Permission to collect data for this study has been granted by the Board of Education from your 
school district. There are no foreseeable discomforts or risks involved with this study. Participation 
is voiuntary! All participants are free to withdraw consent and to discontinue participation in this 
study at any time. All data provided will be kept confidential. Only this investigator will be involved 
in the tabulation of the data. No birthdates, social security numbers, or names will be r^uired. 
Number and grouping codes will be utilized. The time required to complete the 25-30 item 
questionnaire is approximately 15-20 minutes. 
Tve enclosed questionnaires and scanforms (answer sheets) which your students are being asked to 
complete. Please follow the guidelines enclosed with this letter for administering the questionnaires 
to your students to ysure anijnymitv. The scanforms and K-2 Smdent Feedback to Teacher 
Questionnaires should be returned in the envelope provided no later than May 13, 1998. If there are 
any questions or concerns please call Frances at (H) 515/233-8357 or (0)515/294-5521 and/or e-
mail fkayona@iastate.edu. 
Tve also enclosed $3.00 as a small token of my appreciation. Please use this money to buy a bag of 
favorite treats for your students subsequent to completing the surveys. Thank you for your time and 
consideration regarding participation in this study. 
College of Educaaon 
Department of Educational 
Leadership and Polic\- Studies 
N243 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011-3195 
5 • 5 ^94-4143 
www.educ.iastate.edu/prsi/ 
Sincerely, » 
Frances Kayona 
Doctoral Student 
School Improvement Model 
N225 Lagomarcino Hall 
515/294-5521 
Richard P. Manatt 
Major Professor 
Educational Administration 
N225 Lagomarcino Hall 
515/294-9995 
Enclosures; Scanforms 
Questionnaires 
Instructions 
Results Form 
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APPENDIX H. EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS (K-2) 
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Table 43. Exploratory factor analysis results (K-2): Rotated component matrix 
Item Factors 
no. Question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9 My teacher is fair with everybody. .82 -.11 .14 
6 My teacher gives us homework. .77 .14 
5 Our work is too hard for us. .54 .21 -.20 -.31 -.15 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. .22 .70 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find 
information to help me leam about 
the lesson. .64 .17 .23 
12 I can get help from my teacher when I 
need it. .63 .18 .15 
13 My teacher tells me that I do good work. .69 .25 .18 -.16 
17 My teacher is easy to understand. .11 .36 .60 .11 
19 My teacher explains new things in a way 
that is easy to leam. .33 .60 .20 .14 
7 My teacher is usually prepared for class. .10 .73 -.11 
2 We do the same thing in class every day. -.11 .12 .25 .71 -.10 .25 
4 Our discussions are about the lessons 
being studied. -.13 .35 .37 .26 .23 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. .13 .74 -.12 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it is 
time to begin. .31 -.15 .66 .12 
11 I work in this class even if the teacher 
is not watching. -.18 .16 -.14 .75 
20 My teacher tells us what new things we 
can leam in each lesson. .19 -.13 .69 
18 My teacher has us leam hard lessons 
in small steps. -.19 .24 .26 .37 .42 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in 
class. -.19 .12 .11 .19 .32 -.12 
3 I pay attention in class. -.23 .14 .77 
1 My school day is interesting. .24 -.16 .64 
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Table 44. Exploratory factor analysis results (3-5): Rotated component matrix 
Item Factors 
no. Question 1 2 3 4 5 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. .73 .19 .14 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I 
do good work. .69 .20 .15 
2 My school day is interesting. .64 -.15 .29 
12 My teacher explains the lesson clearly. .63 .34 .26 .12 
8 I can get help from my teacher. .58 .21 -.21 
16 My teacher tells us what new things 
we can leam in each lesson. .24 .72 .15 
17 My teacher will explain new things in 
a way that is easy to understand. .35 .70 .14 .13 
18 My teacher is available to help me 
during class time and other times 
dunng the school day. .69 .23 -.27 -.21 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if 
I &iish my assignment before class 
is over. .49 .55 .20 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. .10 .51 .16 .28 .32 
13 My teacher knows me well. .27 .46 -.17 .29 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. .30 .41 .29 .30 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. .12 .14 .76 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do 
without having to wait a long time for 
it. .18 .74 .10 
6 My teacher gives our work back to us 
quickly. .72 .15 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. -.14 .72 -.13 
9 I finish my work before class is over. -.12 .51 .48 
20 My teacher is well prepared. .37 .20 .63 
3 We go back over each lesson when we 
finish it. .28 .28 .33 -.43 .10 
5 Our discussions are about the subject 
being studied. .12 .14 .85 
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Table 45. Exploratory factor analysis results (6-8): Rotated component matrix 
Item Factors 
no. Question 1 2 
20 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. .77 .16 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. .76 .26 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources. .72 .30 
12 My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy to 
understand. .68 .39 
10 My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are going 
to do and why we are going to do it. .65 .34 
9 I have more time to do my work than I need. .64 
2 My teacher is fair with all. .60 .47 
13 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if 
we understand the lesson. .56 .41 
8 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. .55 .49 
18 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. .52 .45 
15 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an assignment 
before the class is over. .50 .24 
5 My teacher gives assignments related to the subject 
we are smdying. .16 .72 
17 My teacher gives tests and quizzes. .70 
4 My teacher is well prepared for our class. .39 .61 
16 My teacher often provides materials and worksheets for us 
to use. .27 .60 
7 Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. .47 .58 
3 My teacher mainfains discipline in our classroom. .27 .54 
11 My teacher asks us questions in class to see if we understand 
what has been taught. .51 .51 
6 We discuss and simimarize each lesson just smdied. .47 .51 
14 My teacher knows more about this subject than other teachers 
I have had. .47 .50 
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Table 46. Exploratory factor analysis results (9-12): Rotated component matrix 
Item 
no. Question 
Factors 
1 
3 My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we 
are smdying. .76 
2 My teacher asks questions to see if we understand what has 
been taught. .73 .31 
4 We discuss and summarize each lesson we have just studied. .73 .21 
16 My teacher likes it when we ask questions. .67 .37 
10 My homework helps me to leam the subject being taught. .67 .31 
9 My teacher knows a lot about this subject. .64 .31 
15 My teacher is well organized. .63 .33 
19 My teacher is available to help me during class time and 
other times during the school day. .62 .41 
7 My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. .61 .31 
6 My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. .59 .23 
20 My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. .55 .45 
11 My teacher provides materials and worksheets for us to use. .52 .30 
14 My teacher tells the class about hbrary/media materials that 
will help us leam about the subject we are smdying, when 
appropriate. .14 .75 
12 My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. .30 ;74 
13 The films or videotapes we watch help us leam about the 
subject we are smdying. .17 .71 
17 We work in different groups depending upon the activiQr in 
which we are involved. .28 .66 
5 My teacher tells us how we can use what we have already 
leamed to leam new things. .42 .60 
1 My teacher makes class work interesting. .48 .60 
18 My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways 
and find new ways to solve problems. .45 .58 
8 My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. .52 .53 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (Lower Elementary, K-2) Questionnaire 
Example: 
0. I like the color red. iH) C-; CO 
1. My school day is interesting. \S-/J 
2. We do the same thing in class everyday. 
3. I pay attention in class. 
4. Our discussions are about the lessons being studied. vZx 
5. Our work is too hard for us. r-J I 
6. My teacher gives us homework. v—X 
7. My teacher comes to class on time. 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
/CTn 
9. My teacher is fair with everybody. 
10. My teacher cares ifl waste time in class. 
11. I woric in this class even if the teacher is not watching. 
12. I can get help from my teacher when I need it. 
(over) 
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13. My teacher tells me that I do good work. v J 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find information to 
help me learn about the lesson. 
15. My teacher gives me enough time to do my work. 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. jAj f J I  w J  
17. My teacher is easy to understand. 
18. My teacher has us leam hard lessons in small steps. C~~) 
19. My teacher gives my work back to me quickly. C~~) 
20. My teacher tells us what new things we can leam in C~~) 
each lesson. 
[Math: Flesch-Kincaid Readability level] 
21. [0.80] My teacher lets us help each other. 
22. [2.34] I can check my answers with other students. C"~0 
23. [2.19] My teacher lets me tell the class how I got an answer. 
24. [2.47] My teacher cares if I do not finish my woric. 
25. [1.30] I know why I am learning to do math. 
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[Language Arts/Reading: Flesch-Kincaid Readability level] 
26. [1-30] My teacher has us read to each other. vOi) C~r) 
27. [1-30] We talk about the books we are reading. 
C* * j 28. [0.89] My teacher gives us books to read when we go home. ^ ^ \S^J 
29. [2.28] My teacher lets me correct my mistakes. 
30. [0.50] I know why i am learning to read and write. 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (Upper Elementary, 3-5) Questionnaire 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is volxmtary. You may 
keep this form if you decide mot to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on this 
paper. Please answer £ill the statements. 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
0. I like ice cream. O o o o o 
1. My teacher makes our work interesting. O o o o o 
2. My school day is interesting. O o o o o 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. O o o o o 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. o o o o o 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being studied. o o o o o 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. o o o o o 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. o o o o o 
8. I can get help firom my teacher. o o o o o 
9. I finish my work before class is over. o o o o o 
10. My teacher makes me follow the rules. o o o o o 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait for a long time for it. o o o o o 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. o o o o o 
13. My teacher knows me well. o o o o o 
14. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my 
assignment before class is over. o o o o o 
15. My teacher has us work at the right place. o o o o o 
16. My teacher tells us what new things we can leam in 
each lesson. o o o o o 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy 
to understand. o o o o o 
(over) 
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1 2 3 4 5 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class time 
and other times during the day. O o o o o 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources. O o o o o 
20. My teacher is well prepared. o o o o o 
[Math: Flesch-Kincaid Readability level] 
21. [3.47] My teacher allows students to help one another with math 
problems. O o o o o 
22. [3.47] My teacher allows me to discuss my answers with other 
students. O o o o o 
23. [4.66] My teacher has me explain aloud to the class how I 
solved a math problem. o o o o o 
24. [3.65] My teacher makes sure I understand my mistakes. o o o o o 
25. [4.91] It is very important to my teacher that I finish my 
work. o o o o o 
[Language Arts/Reading: Flesch-Kincaid Readability level] 
26. [3.65] My teacher lets us read aloud to one another. o o o o o 
27. [4.66] We often share our thoughts with one another about 
what we have read in class. o o o o o 
28. [4.83] My teacher encourages us to read outside of school. o o o o o 
29. [4.83] My teacher allows students to correct each other's work. o o o o o 
30. [5.81] My teacher provides iis with a variety of topics 
to read. O O O O O 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (Middle School, 6-8) Questionnaire 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may 
keep this form if you decide mot to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on this 
paper. Please answer all the statements. 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. O O O O o 
2. My teacher is fair with all. O O O O o 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. o O O O o 
4. My teacher is well prepared for our class. o O O O o 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the subjects we 
are studying. o O O o o 
6. We discuss and simmiarize each lesson just studied. o O O o o 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. o O O o o 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. o O o o o 
9. I have more time to do my work than I need. o O o o o 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we 
are going to do and why we are going to do it. o O o o o 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to see if 
we understand what has been taught. o O o o o 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy 
to understand. o O o o o 
13. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing it to see if 
we understand the lesson. o O o o o 
14. My teacher knows more about this subject than other 
teachers I have had. o o o o o 
(over) 
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1 2 3 4 5 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an 
assignment before class is over. O O O O O 
16. My teacher often provides materials and worksheets for 
us to use. O O O O O 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. O O O O O 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. O O O O O 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resoiurces. O O O O O 
20. My teacher gives us enough time to do oiu- work. O O O O O 
[Math: Flesch-BCincaid Readability level] 
21. [6.73] Students often work in small discussion groups 
to solve various math problems. O O O O O 
22. [7.68] My teacher emphasizes the meaning of a task 
rather than the completion of a task. O O O O O 
23. [8.33] Feedback from the teacher is focused on knowing how to work a 
problem and not on getting the correct answer. O O O O O 
24. [7.57] My teacher helps me to diagnose and monitor my 
own understanding of math. O O O O O 
25. [7.63] My teacher gives clear instructions and sets clear 
expectations for each assigmnent. O O O O O 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (Middle School, 6-8) Questionnaire 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may 
keep this form if you decide mot to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on this 
paper. Please answer all the statements. 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. O o o o o 
2. My teacher is fair with all. O o o o o 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. o o o o o 
4. My teacher is well prepared for oin: class. o o o o o 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the subjects we 
are studying. o o o o o 
6. We discuss and sxmimarize each lesson just studied. o o o o o 
7. Our disciissions focus on the topic of the lesson. o o o o o 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. o o o o o 
9. I have more time to do my work than I need. o o o o o 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we 
are going to do and why we are going to do it. o o o o o 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to see if 
we understand what has been taught o o o o o 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy 
to understand. o o o o o 
13. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing it to see if 
we understand the lesson. o o o o o 
14. My teacher knows more about this subject than other 
teachers I have had. o o o o o 
(over) 
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1 2 3 4 5 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an 
assignment before class is over. O o o o o 
16. My teacher often provides materials and worksheets for 
us to use. O o o o o 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. o o o o o 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. o o o o o 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. o o o o o 
20. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. o o o o o 
16. My teacher often provides materials and worksheets for 
us to use. o o o o o 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. o o o o o 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. o o o o o 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. o o o o o 
20. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. o o o o o 
[Language Arts/Reading: Flesch-Kincaid Readabihty level] 
21. [7.70] My teacher has us give a personal reaction, in writing, 
to various texts we have read. 
» 
o o o o o 
22. [7.82] My teacher has us read each other's written 
assignment so we can provide each other with feedback. o o o o o 
23. [8.35] My teacher previews a topic to determine how 
much I already know about the topic. o o o o o 
24. [8.54] My teacher provides students with ways to 
monitor our learning and understanding. O O O O O 
25. [7.19] We are encouraged to read literature from 
other cultures. O O O O O 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (High School, 9-12) Questionnaire 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is volimtary. You may 
keep this form if you decide mot to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on this 
paper. Please answer all the statements. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 
2. My teacher ask questions to see if we understand what 
has been taught. 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the subjects we 
are studying. 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we have 
already learned to leam new things. 
6. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom.. 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 
9. My teacher knows a lot about this subject. 
10. My homework helps me to leam the subjects being taught. 
11. My teacher provides materials and worksheets for us to use. 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. 
13. The films or videotapes we watch help us leam about the 
subjects we are studying. 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
1 
O 
o 
o 
2 
o 
3 
O 
4 5 
O O 
O O O 
O O O O 
o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
(over) 
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1 2 3 4 5 
14. My teacher tells the class about library/media materials that will 
help us leam about the subject we are studying. O o o o o 
15. My teacher is well-organized. O o o o o 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. O o o o o 
17. We work in different groups depending upon the activity 
in which we are involved. o o o o o 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways 
and find new ways to solve problems. o o o o o 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class time and 
other times during the day. o o o o o 
20. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
imderstand the lesson. o o o o o 
[Math: Flesch-Kincaid Readability level] 
21. [9.93] Students participate as peer tutors to help one 
another understand and solve math problems. o o o o o 
22. [9.82] My teacher emphasizes the meaning of a task and 
de-emphasizes the completion of a task. o o o o o 
23. [9.79] Feedback from the teacher is focused more on 
mathematics strategy and less on getting the correct answer. O O O O O 
24. [12.56] My teacher provides us with various cognitive strategies 
to diagnose and monitor our understanding of math. O O O O O 
25. [11.52] My teacher expects personal accountability 
from the students. O O O O O 
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Student Feedback to Teachers (High School, 9-12) Qaestionnaire 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may 
keep this form if you decide mot to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on this 
paper. Please answer all flie statements. 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 
1 2 3 4 5 
O O O O O 
2. My teacher ask questions to see if we understand what 
has been taught. O o o o o 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the subjects we 
are studying. O o o o o 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson jiist studied. o o o o o 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we have 
already learned to leam new things. o o o o o 
6- My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom.. o o o o o 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. o o o o o 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. o o o o o 
9. My teacher knows a lot about this subject. o o o o o 
10. My homework helps me to leam the subjects being taught. o o o o o 
11. My teacher provides materials and worksheets for us to use. o o o o o 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. o o o o o 
13. The films or videotapes we watch help us leam about the 
subjects we are studying. o o o o o 
(over) 
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1 2 3 4 5 
14. My teacher tells the class about library/media materials that will 
help us leam about the subject we are studying. O O O O O 
15. My teacher is well-organized. O O O O O 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. O O O O O 
17. We work in different groups depending upon the activity 
in which we are involved. O O O O O 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways 
and find new ways to solve problems. O O O O O 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class time and 
other times during the day. O O O O O 
20. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. O O O O O 
[Language Arts/Reading: Flesch-Kincaid Readability level] 
21. [8.35] My teacher has us give a personal reaction, in writing, 
to various texts we have read. O O O O O 
22. [9.91] My teacher has us exchange written assigmnents with a partner 
so we can provide each other with corrective feedback. O O O O O 
23. [9.45] My teacher provides background knowledge on a 
topic before introducing the topic. O O O O O 
24. [9.90] My teacher has us leam various strategies to help our 
understanding of reading and writing. O O O O O 
25. [9.26] My teacher encourages us to read a variety of 
writings from other cultures. O O O O O 
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